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Please find enclosed the report requested by TAC, “Perspectives on Policy and Management 
Research in the CGIAR” . This report was prepared by: 
Alain de Janvry (France), University of California at Berkeley, team leader, 
Gustav0 Nores (Argentina), independent consultant, former Director General of 
CIAT, 
Jock Anderson (Australia), The World Bank, 
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The study started with a meeting held at ISNAR in April, 1995, to gather information and 
receive advice from TAC and representatives of seven CG Centres. Members of the parallel 
Institution Strengthening Research and Service panel were also present, allowing some early 
coordination between the two panels. After first drafts had been elaborated, the Policy and 
Management Research panel met in Chile in early August. The revised draft was circulated 
by TAC to Centre DGs and extremely useful comments were received. The enclosed 
document incorporates these comments in as much as the panel agreed with them. 
A few caveats on the report. One is that the way the team worked with only two brief 
meetings did not allow for in-depth discussion of the issues and fine-tuned reconciliation of 
eventually divergent points of view, compared to the way it is done in external reviews 
where the team cohabits and interacts through the process of development of the report, 
Hence, parts of the report written by different authors remain less integrated than in an 
external review document, and the panel chair inevitably has a larger responsibility in 
defining the ultimate content of the report, with the associated arbitrariness. It is 
consequently possible that not all panel members would be in agreement with every detail 
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of the report, although there is evident general accord. In addition, because agreement is 
harder to obtain at a distance, some of the issues are perhaps not as sharply formulated as 
they would have been, had in-situ writing been possible. The other is that the task was huge 
compared to the very limited time allotted. Finally, no panel can be fully comprehensive to 
cover all facets of social science research in the System. As a consequence, this report 
focuses more on policy than on management research and more on economics than on the 
other social sciences. 
The basic finding of the panel is that policy and management research, as well as the 
essential complementary socioeconomic research, is thriving in the CG system, not only in 
the lead centres for policy (IFPRI) and management (ISNAR, IIMI) research, but throughout 
the Centres as well. This is evidenced by rapid expansion of the field of inquiry which now 
absorbs 15 % of the System’s budget and 18 % of its scientific personnel. We conclude, 
however, that expansion of the social sciences is fully warranted and that it is essential for 
success in solving the broader and increasingly complex problems which the CGIAR is now 
addressing. 
The panel makes a number of recommendations and suggestions. We stress in particular that 
close attention needs to be paid to the new actors and new institutions which are emerging 
as the role of the traditional public institutions in agricultural research (technology, 
.socioeconomics, policy, and management) is being generally descaled and redefined. The 
Centres should both better understand the roles of these civil institutions and work in support 
of their functions in complement to those of public institutions. Many of the 
recommendations which are made are directed at sensitizing the panels of the forthcoming 
IFPRI and ISNAR external reviews to questions which this team did not have the opportunity 
of researching in sufficient detail. 
As team leader, I want to commend the dedication and creativity of the members of this 
excellent panel assembled by TAC, as well as the effective participation of the three TAC 
members involved. They all went beyond the call of duty in spite of busy schedules and the 
few days officially assigned to the task. Guido Gryseels played more than an administrative 
role and provided key intellectual inputs to the contents of the report. It was a pleasure to 
work with them all. 
I hope that the report will prove useful and remain available for further discussions and 
inquiries on its contents. 
Sincerely yours, 
A-97 
Alain de Janvry 
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Perspectives on Policy and Management Research in the CGIAR 
Executive Summary 
This TAC study was motivated by the desire to assess the adequacy of the growing 
ascendancy of the social sciences in the CGIAR, provide a general evaluation of what the Centres 
are doing in policy and management (P&M) research, suggest ways of improving coordination 
among Centres in the conduct of this research, recommend on the merit of organizing a 
Systemwide programme in policy research, and discuss gaps or redundancies in the research 
portfolio. The study was also motivated by the need to assess how the social sciences have 
adjusted to the redefinition and broadening of the CG mandate as well as by the timeliness of 
providing guidelines for the forthcoming External Programme Reviews of FEW and ISNAR. 
Given the vastness of the subject, and the limited time available to the Panel, @is study was 
not able to engage in detailed analysis of what specific Centres are doing.1 Such assessment 
should be done in the context of particular Centre reviews. By contrast, this study focuses on 
strategic issues, looking at the broader picture and in particularly at the System as a whole with 
respect to position relative to other policy and management research initiatives in the world, new 
directions for research related to redefinitions of the CG mandate and emerging issues, thematic 
thrusts and overall quality in responding to information for policy and management guidelines, 
division of labor and coordination among Centres, and links with institution building. 
The CGIAR has become increasingly involved in P&M research. In 1995, the social 
sciences absorbed 14.8% of the System’s budget and 17.7% of its scientific personnel. P&M 
research absorbed 8.1% of the budget and 9.3% of the scientific personnel. However, the 
magnitude of the contributions made by the CG in this field of research, measured in number of 
full-time research workers, is minute compared to the worldwide effort. This re@ort estimated the 
CGIAR’s contribution to the worldwide effort, measured in percentage of the total. number of 
scientists engaged, to be 1.6% in policy and 0.4% in management research. While very small in a 
relative sense, this effort is seen by this Panel as preciously important (1) for the operation of the 
System itself and for servicing the needs of its immediate national clients and partners, (2) to 
maximize the impact of technological innovations in agriculture on the welfare of humanity, and (3) 
to provide solutions to some of the broader problems addressed by the System, such as the 
reduction of rural poverty, improvement in human nutrition, and sustainable ecoregional 
development. 
Expansion of the social sciences in the CG shows, to the extent that it is a response to 
demand, that the System has unique comparative advantages in the broad worldwide division of 
labor for socioeconomic, management, and policy research. It is the opinion of the Panel that there 
is a necessary continuum between policy, management, and socioeconomic research and that it is 
important to maintain maximum fluidity and complementarity in the relationship between these 
levels of analysis. Even though this may not be its explicit purpose, much of the Centres’ 
socioeconomic research is used for policy analysis. As a consequence, there is more on-going 
policy research in the Centres than ackndwledged in TAC documents. Indeed, the strong 
complementarities that exist between socioeconomic, management, and policy research are a 
distinctive source of strength for CG P&M research. 
The Panel is of the opinion that current CG P&M research is, overall, of satisfactory 
quality, that it is making significant contributions to the System’s mission, and that it does not 
* But see Annex for a brief description. 
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require a major systemwide overhaul at this time. However, there are important changes which are 
redefining the nature of P&M research in the System that deserve further attention. The two most 
important changes that set the framework for the recommendations that follow are: 
- Expansion of the CGIAR and its goals have created needs for more comprehensive social 
science analyses than the types of analyses typically promoted by Centres in support of technology 
design, the allocation of resources to research priorities, and impact assessment of the diffusion of 
technology. These demands are for more comprehensive social science analyses that need to be 
conducted jointly with the search for biotechnical solutions. The centrality of these analyses 
explains both the rising importance of the social sciences in CG budgets and the increasing 
complexity of the types of analyses needed. 
- Descaling of the role of the state implies the emergence of a set of new actors and 
institutions in research and development, the management of irrigation water and forests, and the 
design of solutions to problems of efficiency, poverty, and sustainability. Understanding and 
working with these civil institutions, that range from commercial flrrns to NGOs and grassroots 
organizations, is a new dimension that has not yet been sufficiently internalized in CG research and 
institution strengthening. 
The analysis conducted by the Panel leads to the following set of recommendations and 
suggestions: l
Recommendations for TAC 
Demand for Policy and Management Research: The Context for Priority Setting 
(See Chapter 4) 
1. The Panel recommends that the System assigns formally to IFPRI the responsibility to advance 
its work on global food and natural resource use projections, in collaboration with FAO and other 
agencies as appropriate. For specific crops, global projections ought to be done in collaboration 
with the crop centres concerned since these centres have unique knowledge of future technological 
prospects and agroecological potentials. 
2. The Panel recommends that TAC considers priority setting in P&M research as a dynamic and 
interactive process, that needs to be bottom-up .(based on Centres proposals), forward-looking, 
and participatory, involving NARSSs, NAPASs, and other centres as appropriate. 
3. The Panel recommends that TAC gives due consideration to the adoption of the six specific 
criteria proposed for priority setting in P&M research. The Panel wrests that the possible 
indicators listed in Table 4.1 be discussed with the Centres with the aim of developing a set of 
indicators that becomes useful in applying the proposed criteria. 
Supply and Research Quality (see Chapter 5) 
4. The Panel recommends that the Committee on Impact Assessment follow closely the IFPRI 
exercise in ex-post impact assessment, with the aim of learning from this experience how impact 
was achieved, how information was circulated, and how it was used in a timely fashion. 
5. The Panel recommends that each Centre put into place effective mechanisms for peer review 
of both their research programmes and projects (e.g., relevance, methodologies used, 
’ Some of the recommendations and suggestions in the following list are consolidations of closely related 
recommendations and suggestions developed in the text of the report. 
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importance of the policy conclusions) and their research outputs (e.g., publications, public data 
bases, client satisfaction). 
6. The Panel recommends that Centres be particularly vigilant, and review their performance, in 
securing first-rate scientific personnel at the theoretical and methodological frontiers of their 
fields, that collaborations with cutting-edge scientists outside the system be increased, and that 
close cooperation be maintained internally between theorists, empiricists, and practitioners. 
Policy and Management Research: Quantity and Gaps (see Chapter 6) 
7. The Panel recommends that the current share of CGIAR resources invested in socioeconomic, 
policy, and management research be maintained. 
8. The Panel recommends that the CG mandate on research policy and research management be 
broadened to capture not just the traditional public management dimensions of R&D, but also the 
public-private interface, the co-production of public goods by public and private sectors, and the 
role and management problems of NGOs and other non-profit organizations of civil society. 
9. This Panel recommends that all Centres make a serious effort to get better acquainted with the 
potential that the “new” institutional economics offers for their socioeconomic, management, and 
policy research. It suggests that scientists concerned in different centres collaborate in 
systematically exploring areas where worthwhile advances could be made using this approach. 
10. This Panel recommends that every effort be made to continue to explore possibilities of 
making headways in research on the political economy of policy and management decisions. 
11. The current large emphasis given to research on common property resources in the System 
seems fully warranted and this Panel suggests that this effort should be pursued, particularly in 
terms of solid empirical research. 
12. The Panel recommends that IFPRI and other Centres involved in policy and management 
research devote some thinking to the issue of generic versus country-specific policy studies before 
the next EPR and that this issue be addressed by the EPR itself. 
13. The Panel recommends that, whenever consistent with the research effort, the very important 
contributions of the Centres to primary household and farm-level data generation be sustained. 
Policy and Management Research Coordination Among Centres (see Chapter 7) 
14. The Panel recommends not to pursue a System-wide initiative in policy research as an 
instrument to enhance collaboration and coordination in this area of research. 
15. The Panel recommends that Centres review their current capacities in socioeconomic and 
policy research to assess whether the minimum capacity for desired collaborative research with 
IFPRI is in place and take remedial action if it is not. 
16. The Panel recommends that IFPRI’s outposted staff be increased when consistent with key 
research projects, and when it enhances a Centre’s policy research capacity. 
17. The Panel consequently recommends that TAC consider defining a modality that would allow 
it to allocate resources on a competitive basis in response to requests by two or more Centres for 
funds to support (1) project preparation and coordination in socioeconomic, policy, and 
management research and (2) methodological backup activities across-Centres. 
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18. The Panel sug;gests that Centres which may want to establish collaborative research with 
IFPRI should be offered greater participation to the development of IFPRI’s medium term plan 
and, reciprocally, opportunities to coordinate their own medium term plans with IFPRI’s. It 
recommends that IFPRI consider appointing a research fellow to be a liaison person with a specific 
centre. 
19. The Panel suerrests that budget reporting on the “policy” and “protecting the environment” 
programmes be disaggregated in their respective components to adequately report on the extent of 
socioeconomic, policy, and management research in the System. 
Institution Strengthening (see Chapter 8) 
20. The Panel suggests that IFPRI consider opportunities for developing regional courses in 
collaboration with appropriate regional organizations, and local and leading foreign universities that 
could contribute to such courses and at the same time provide for continuity after IFPRI moves on. 
21. The Panel sugcrests that IFPRI assesses the feasibility, advantages, and costs of using 
“bulletin boards” (via INTERNET or other information networks) to develop two-way 
communications on specific themes of long-term interest to IFPRI and its partners, particularly in 
LDCs. 
22. The Panel recommends that IFPRI and other Centres continue to adhere to the principles of 
international relevance and strategic research but that they seek ways to give greater country-level 
policy relevance to their research, in part as an instrument for institution strengthening. 
Recommendations for the IFPRI and ISNAR External Program Review panels 
1. The Panel recommends that the forthcoming IFPRI review assess the proportions of project 
funding in the various programmes of the Institute and their implications for programme 
effectiveness. 
2. The Panel consequently recommends that the forthcoming IFPRI review consider the issue of 
the desirable level of involvement of this Centre in policy science research and the approaches 
through which policy science research can be pursued. 
3. The Panel recommends that IFPRI and other Centres involved in policy and management 
research devote some thinking to the issue of generic versus country-specific policy studies before 
the next EPR and that this issue be addressed by the EPR itself. 
4. The Panel recommends that the forthcoming reviews of IFPRI and ISNAR assess the 
involvement of these institutes in P&M research within ecoregional initiatives, and question the 
institutes on opportunities that might exist (1) to derive lessons of international relevance for the 
management of public-private interface and (2) to achieve greater synergy in inter-centre 
collaboration to this end. 
5. The Panel recommends that the forthcoming IFPRI review assess the relative allocation of 
resources to training courses, workshops, and exchange-visiting research fellow programmes. 
6. The Panel ~~gge~t~ that the forthcoming IFPRI review analyze the extent to which IFPRI 
publications are cited by peers. The Panel further suggests that IFPRI analyze the feasibility, costs, 
and advantages of also making available on-line its more recent publications. 
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Perspectives on Policy and Management Research in the CGIAR 
Chapter 1. Introduction’ 
From a positive standpoint, the objective in this study is to provide TAC with an 
assessment of the extent, procedures, relevance, quality, and gaps or redundancies in policy and 
management (P&M) research in the CGIAR System. From a normative standpoint, the objective is 
to propose a set of organizational and thematic alternatives that may improve research performance 
in these areas and make it more useful for policy making and policy advice, for answering demands 
for social science research by the system itself, and for institutjon strengthening purposes. Specific 
themes developed in the report are the following: 
i) A brief overview of what the Centres are doing in policy and management research and 
how this is done (chapter 2). 
ii) Definition of the boundaries, complementarities, and optimal balance between 
socioeconomic research as practiced by the various Centres and policy and management research, 
in principle practiced principally by IFPRI for policy, and ISNAR and IIMI for management 
(chapters 5 and 6). 
iii) Identification of gaps and redundancies in the current research portfolio (chapter 6). 
iv) Improvement of inter-Centre coordination ,and collaboration in socioeconomic, policy, 
and management research. Rationalization of the excess demand for IFPRI’s and other centers’ 
participation to collaborative research, as reflected by demands for collaboration to joint projects 
and to System-wide initiatives. Evaluation of the merits of a potential System-wide initiative in 
policy and management research (chapter 7). 
v) Analysis of the optimal balance and complementarities between research and institution 
strengthening functions (chapter 8). 
Reviewing at this juncture the System’s performance in policy and management research is 
appropriate. This area of research has expanded rapidly in the System as a whole. The share of 
CGIAR resources allocated to socioeconomic, policy, and management research has been estimated 
at 9% in 1991, 10% in 1994, and 13% in 1996. IFPRI’s budget in current dollars has increased at 
an average annual rate of 6.7% between 1988 and 1994. Policy research initiatives transcend 
IFPRI’s role as they appear in the medium-term plans of almost all the Centres. 
With redefinition and broadening of the CG mandate, new policy and management 
questions have been addressed which are inextricably related to the System’s biophysical research. 
Broadening of the CG mandate from relatively narrow commodity and technology questions to 
system, regional, and agroecological perspectives significantly complicates the socioeconomic and 
policy analyses, making this research more demanding in personnel and resources, both 
quantitatively and qualitatively. This has increased participation of the social sciences in the overall 
CG budget to levels that may appear surprising given the System’s initial mandate in biophysical 
research. And it is likely that, following its own momentum, the social science budget will 
continue to acquire growing importance. This expansion has occurred with careful marginal 
analyses of each programme and project, and with much informal communication among Centres 
and researchers, but with no global priority setting in the optimum balance between biophysical and 
1 This stripe study was prepared at the request of TAC by a team composed of: 
Alain de Janvry (France), University of California at Berkeley, team leader, 
Gustav0 Nores (Argentina), independent consultant, former Director General of CIAT, 
Jock Anderson (Austraiia), The World Bank, 
Robert Evenson (United States), Yale University, 
Zafar Altaf (Pakistan), Secretary of Agriculture, Government of Pakistan, 
with the assistance of 
Eugenia Muchnik de Rubinstein, Catholic University of Chile, TAC member, 
Guido Gryseels, TAC secretariat. 
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social science research and without formal coordination among Centres and researchers. This 
raises the issues of (1) whether the social science budget is properly dimensioned relative to the 
budget for biophysical research and (2) whether efficiency gains could be achieved by rationalizing 
the communication mechanisms in place, and possibly seeking means of improving coordination. 
. 
Another reason that motivates the timing of this study is that the two Centres with major 
responsibility for policy research (IFPRI) and management research (ISNAR) will be reviewed by 
External Committees next year, making worthwhile the previous identification of a set of issues 
and questions to help guide the agendas for these reviews. 
While small in a relative sense on a world scale, the extent of P&M research in the CG is 
large in an absolute sense. It has happened over many years, in a multiplicity of Centres, and on a 
wide range of themes. The amount of published research output is simply overwhelming. For this 
reason, it is beyond the scope of this study to engage in any detailed description and evaluation of 
what the Centres are doing and how. Assessing impact is also particularly difficult in the fields of 
policy and management research and clearly beyond the scope of this study except in the most 
general and casual fashion. These tasks are better undertaken as part of each Centre’s internal and 
external reviews after previous gathering of information by the Centres themselves. Readers, and 
in particular Centre directors and scientific personnel, should consequently not look at this report 
for detailed, Centre-specific guidelines for the definition of their research programmes. Instead, 
the focus is explicitly strategic, looking at the broader picture and in particularly at the System as a 
whole with respect to position relative to other policy and management research initiatives in the 
world, new directions for research related to redefinitions of the CG mandate and emerging issues, 
thematic thrusts and overall quality in responding to information for policy and management 
guidelines, division of labor and coordination among Centres, and links with institution building. 
The panel also needs to warn readers that, due to both lack of time and the particular 
composition of the team, this report focuses more on policy than management research, more on 
IFPRI than on other centers, and more on economics than on other social sciences. 
The report proceeds as follows. In chapter 2, a brief overview of P&M research in the 
system is given. Information for this is derived from the Centres’ medium term plans and from 
answers to a specialized questionnaire sent to Centres as part of this study. In chapter 3, an attempt 
is made to locate the system’s P&M research within the worldwide effort at research on these 
themes, both in quantitative and qualitative terms. The objective is to establish areas of 
comparative advantage for the system as well as to identify sources of information external to the 
system. The analysis then turns to an analysis of the demand for policy research and the 
mechanisms for priority setting. This is done in chapter 4 by looking at the broad evolution of 
demand for P&M research and at the expanded set of issues for research selected by the CGIAR 
itself. The report looks at the processes whereby these priorities are identified and resources 
allocated to research areas. In chapter 5, the report turns to an identification of the supply of P&M 
research and at the capacity for the system to deliver this research. Particular attention is paid to the 
determinants of quality in research and to mechanisms for assessing quality and impact. 
Contrasting demand for P&M research to supply allows to identify a number of research gaps. 
This is done in chapter 6. In chapter 7, the question of coordination among centres in conducting 
P&M research is addressed. This allows to consider the merits of the proposed System-wide 
initiative in policy research as well as to consider alternatives mechanisms for achieving 
coordination and the resources that would be needed for this purpose. The ultimate purpose of 
P&M research is improvement of current policies and research. The mechanisms through which 
research relates to policy advice and to institution building are consequently explored in chapter 8. 
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Chapter 2. Policy and Management Research in the CGIAR System 
2.1. A General Overview of Policy and Management Research in the System 
2.1.1. Quantitative Importance of Policy and Management Research in the System 
The overall importance of social science research in the CGIAR and the relative importance 
of its three components--socioeconomic, policy, and management research--are given by Centre in 
Table 2.1. These data are derived from answers to the questionnaire sent to Centres for this study. 
The overall allocation of CG scientists .to the social sciences is 17.4% and the corresponding 
budget allocation is 14.8%. This indicates that the social sciences have assumed a major role in the 
System, raising the question, which will be addressed in chapter 7, whether this share seems to be 
too high or not. The smaller share of budgets compared to scientists presumably reflects the fact 
that social scientists are cheaper because they do not require extensive laboratory facilities. Social 
scientists are not only engaged in research but also importantly in outreach, including institutional 
development, and in training activities. 
In addition to IFPRI, IlMI, and ISNAR which are primarily social science oriented, some 
other Centres are heavily vested in the social sciences. This includes CIFOR (34.8% of its 
scientists), ICRAF (17.3%), ICARDA (16.4%), ILRI (14%), CIP (13.5%), ICLARM (12.5%), 
and CIAT (10.2%). The larger crop improvement and primarily biophysical centres such as 
CIMMYT (8.1%), IRRI (8.3%), and ICRISAT (8.9%) have lower shares of their scientific staff in 
the social sciences. In the “Other Centres” in Table 2.1, socioeconomics is vastly more important 
than policy and management research: overall the distribution of scientists is 8.3% to 
socioeconomics, 3.2% to policy, and 0.4% to management. In the three social science centres, 
policy is the dominant activity due to IFFW’s weight (45.3% of all scientists), followed by 
management (9.8%), and socioeconomics (9.2%). These three social science centres account for 
103 of the System’s 937 scientists, or 12.4% of the total. 
2.1.2. Policy Research 
The lead Centre for policy research is IFPRI with a budget of US$9.3 million in core funds 
and US$4.5 million in complementary funds, or a total budget of US$13.8 million in 1994. At 
that date, IFPRI had 32 research fellows (including the DG, division directors, and a visiting 
research fellow) and a total of 30 social scientists. Research is organized in four divisions: 
environment and production technology, markets and structural studies, food consumption and 
nutrition, and trade and macroeconomics. Institution strengthening is managed by an outreach 
division. The MTP focuses on four areas of research: accelerated growth and transformation of 
agriculture, natural resource management policies, market economic reforms and trade policies, and 
household food security and nutrition. It is implementing this programme through 17 multicountry 
programmes that focus on strategic research issues with expected large payoffs. This research is 
wide ranging, covering subjects from macro problems of structural adjustment and its impact on 
agriculture to intra-household and nutritional effects of credit programmes and technological change 
policies. DFPRI is a highly visible institution, with the 20/20 Vision for Food, Agriculture, and the 
Environment programme as a case in point. It has generated an intense flow of publications and 
manages a large number of collaborative research programmes with foreign institutions and with 
other CG Centres. In general, the relevance and intensity of IFPRI’s contributions have been 
highly praised in the economic profession and international community. Its scientific credibility is 
well established and it is widely known in LDC policy circles. 
According to medium-term plans and answers to the questionnaire, other Centres with 
involvement in policy research are as follows (for greater details see Annex): 
- CIAT has a small commitment to policy research, identifying only two areas of work: the 
dynamics of land use, in collaboration with IFPRI, and the policy determinants of sustainability. 
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- CIFOR has a significant commitment to policy research, with 44% of its social scientists 
devoted to this activity and 6.5% of the Centre’s total research budget. However, it stresses the 
tendency of its scientists to work on socioeconomic and policy issues in an interrelated fashion, 
thus making separation between the two difficult. Themes addressed include the determinants of 
diffusion of technical improvements in forestry, the policy determinants of sustainability of forests 
resources, policy options to increase employment and income from forests, equity in the 
distribution of benefits from forestry, and extra-sectoral influences on tropical forests including the 
role of the policy-making process. Specific research projects include the formulation and 
implementation of African forest policies, international comparisons of the intersectoral linkages 
with tropical forests, links between policies and livelihoods in the Amazon forest margins, and 
reforestation policies on degraded lands in Asia. 
- CIMhJYT does not have projects with a main focus on policy research, but much of its 
socioeconomic research has policy components. Examples of sub-projects with a policy content 
are analysis of the determinants of adoption of resource-conserving cropping practices in Mexico 
and Central America (with IFPRI and CIAT) and preparation of materials for workshops on policy 
reforms in Central America. 
- CIP similarly does not consider that it has distinct policy, management, and 
socioeconomic projects, but that these activities are all integral parts of larger, umbrella-like multi- 
disciplinary projects, with differential weights given to the three social science components 
according to the nature of each project. Projects with an important policy component include the 
characterization of constraints and opportunities for potato and sweetpotato production in the 
Andes, evaluation of the impact and sustainability of potato production technologies, determinants 
of the expanding utilization of potato in less developed countries (with IPPRI), and post-harvest 
management of Andean food commodities. 
- ICARDA has a large share of its scientists devoted to the social sciences (16.4%) 
although only 2.7% are engaged in policy research. However, boundaries between 
socioeconomic, management, and policy research are again stated not to be clear. Projects with a 
significant policy component include analysis of land tenure and public management of common 
property resources including rangeland and groundwater resources, management of natural 
resources at the farm level with emphasis on the behavioral implications of distortive policy 
incentives, and constraints on adoption of improved practices, particularly for range management, 
including the role of inappropriate incentives that lead to misuse of resources. It collaborates with 
IPPRI in a regional programme for integrated crop/livestock production in WANA. 
- ICLARM has significant socioeconomic research but very limited explicit policy activity. 
Research with policy content includes the development of systems for the co-management of 
fisheries, and integrated resource management in small-scale mixed-enterprise farming systems. It 
plans to collaborate with IFPRI on themes of common property resources and fisheries policy. 
- ICRAF allocates 15% of its budget and 17.3% of its scientists to social science research. 
It has an explicit policy research programme where the main themes are the identification and 
analysis of policy constraints to adoption of agroforestry technologies and the development of 
alternative policies to facilitate adoption. 
- ICRISAT strongly stresses the need for and existence of a continuum between 
socioeconomic and policy research. It has had a significant programme in the socioeconomic 
analysis of farming systems, household behavior, and village economies, with important policy 
implications. It collaborates with IPPRI on resource management research. 
- IITA has a small social science programme but 41% of the social science budget is 
allocated to policy research. Policy research is contained in projects addressing the determinants of 
adoption of improved practices and systems in moist savanna agroecosystems (in collaboration 
with ILRI), and opportunities for improving welfare whiIe arresting resource degradation in humid 
forest zone development (in collaboration with ICRAP). 
- ILRI (formerly ILCA) has been actively involved in policy research with 8 senior social 
scientists and 4 associate social scientists, and 15% of its budget allocated to socioeconomic (12%) 
and policy (3%) research. However, socioeconomic and policy research are again difficult to 
separate. ILRI’s policy programme focuses on four research themes: market and consumption of 
livestock products, animal health and disease control policies, macroeconomic reforms and 
livestock sector development, and resource management policy. It has defined four areas of 
collaboration with IFPRI: production systems in Sub-Saharan Africa; macro-economic reforms, 
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regional integration, and the livestock sector in West Africa; reforms for animal-health input 
markets; and determinants of competitiveness of and demand for domestic dairy products in Sub- 
Saharan Africa. 
- While mainly devoted to management research, IIMI also engages in policy research with 
15.4% of its social science research budget allocated to this activity. Projects with a dominant 
policy component include the strengthening of irrigation management in Egypt and improvement of 
the national water management programme in India. 
- IPGRI has a small social science research budget (6%), but 35% of it is devoted to policy 
research. Themes with policy content include the analysis of policy issues relating to genetic 
resource management, national and international structures, and intellectual property rights issues 
relating to plant genetic resources and their conservation and access; and feasibility study on 
options for a multilateral system for plant genetic resources conservation and use. 
- IRRI devotes 7.2% of its budget to social science research but only 1% to policy 
research. The latter includes long-term projections and policy implications of rice supply and 
demand in Asia (with IFPRI); and analysis of the roles of technology, price, and non-price factors 
in the development of rice economies of Asia. 
- WARDA allocates 8% of its budget to social science research, half of it for policy 
analysis. Policy research includes the analysis of comparative advantages of rice production 
systems in West Africa and the analysis of pesticide use and policies in C&e d’Ivoire. 
While principally dedicated to management research, ISNAR and IIMI are also contributing 
to policy research. A full characterization of policy research in the System would need to identify 
these contributions as well. 
2.1.3. Management Research 
Centres specialized in management research are ISNAR for research on research policy and 
on the management of research, and RMI for research on water management. 
- ISNAR tackles several management issues in its programmes. Some of these are not 
“management” in a narrow sense, such as research programme design, which is concerned with 
both macro-level priority setting that belongs to policy, and with institute level scientific 
programme management. Other aspects that have received considerable attention are monitoring 
and evaluation systems generally, as well as some specific thematic issues, such as organizing for 
natural resource management research. ISNAR’s programme on “Management of Organizations 
and Resources” gave considerable attention to the development and installation in several countries 
of a NARO management information system (INFORM). Other aspects of ISNAR’s research 
include the management of human (including gender), financial, physical, and information 
resources by NARSs. 
- IIMI engages in a wide range of aspects of water management research that includes 
assessment and improvement of the performance of irrigated agriculture, sector-level management 
of irrigated agriculture, improvement of public irrigation organizations, local management of 
irrigation systems, and the sustainable management of water delivery and disposal. Cross-cutting 
themes include gender issues in the performance of irrigated agriculture, health and environmental 
problems related to irrigation, analysis of technological options, and development of a global data 
base on irrigated agriculture. An important feature of IIMI’s management work it that, following 
extensive privatizations and devolution of management to users, it has expanded its research 
beyond the public management of irrigation systems to the role of water users associations and the 
determinants of cooperative behavior in the management of common-property water resources. 
- Among other Centres, most declare not to have a specific management research 
component, even though management aspects may enter indirectly through socioeconomic and 
policy research. Centres with no explicit management research are CIAT, CIMMY’T, ICLARM, 
ICRAF, ICRISAT, IITA, ILRI, and WARDA. 
- CIFOR devotes a small fraction (1.3%) of its budget to management research. This 
research includes a survey on research manpower in the South African development community, 
and identification of the policy and management barriers to application of forestry research results. 
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- CIP has minimal management research that mainly enters through projects with 
socioeconomic or policy objectives. This is for instance the case with research on characterization 
of constraints and opportunities for potato production in the Andes. 
- ICARDA is conducting institutional research on property rights and public/local 
institutions that regulate use of rangelands (in cooperation with IFPRI). It is seeking support to 
expand its research on the public management of underground water for irrigation. 
- IPGRI does research on the design, organization, and management of plant-genetic 
resource activities in NARSs. 
- IRRI conducts management research on the setting of priorities in rice research. This 
includes analysis of yield gaps, identification of research priorities and estimation of payoffs from 
research, and assessment of rice-research capacity in the Asian NARSs. 
While principally engaged in policy research, IFPRI also conducts management research. 
This includes public management research which is an important component of public policy 
research. In addition, IFPRI has become increasingly involved in research on research 
management, water management, and forestry management, generally in collaboration with the 
corresponding specialized Centres, namely ISNAR, IIMI, and CIFOR. 
2.1.4. Socioeconomic Research 
This is the most important area of social science research in the Centres other than IFPRI 
(policy research) and ISNAR and IIh41 (management research). The nature of this research has 
been analyzed in another TAC special study and we only make general reference to this type of 
research principally because it is both essential for policy and management research and often 
hardly separable from these two. Even IFPRI, ISNAR, and IIMI do considerable socioeconomic 
research since analysis of the behavior of consumers, producers, households, communities, 
associations, managers, rent seekers, and policy makers are fundamental cornerstones of policy 
and management research. 
In principle, socioeconomic research conducted by Centres where biophysical research is 
dominant has as a purpose to guide research resource allocation toward priority areas, help in 
technology design, assess the determinants of adoption of new technologies, and determine the 
impact of diffusion of these technologies on welfare and the environment. For this type of 
research, the biophysical centers have a comparative advantage over IFPRI as they can most easily 
mobilize the necessary interdisciplinarity with biological scientists. This research has an important 
service function in giving guidelines to researchers and the Centres. In fact, socioeconomic 
research covers a wide array of issues, showing that it has become an integral component of 
research programmes as research questions and the CG mandate have become increasingly more 
complex and holistic. No longer is socioeconomic research introduced as a prop to the definition 
and diffusion of technological change, but it has become an undissociable component of the search 
for solutions to complex interdisciplinary problems. This is, of course, the main reason why social 
science research has acquired growing importance in the CG’s total research portfolio. 
It is worth noticing that 17 out of 78 scientists devoted to socioeconomic research in the 
CGIAR, or 22%, are at ICRAF. This percentage raises to 25% when IFPRI, ISNAR, and IIMI 
are excluded. The Panel could not look into the reasons for this disproportionately high presence 
of socioeconomic research at this particular Center. 
Some examples of the wide array of issues addressed by Centres’ socioeconomic research 
is indicated by the following answers to the Centres’ questionnaire: 
- CIAT focuses mainly on the analysis of prototype production systems and participatory 
research methods. 
- CIFOR conducts research on household strategies and community differentiation in the 
production of non-traditional forest products in Sri Lanka, household economics and forest use in 
Brazil, interactions between environment and population in Thailand, forests and food security, 
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income generation and incentives for forest management, and the social dimensions of 
sustainability criteria. 
- CIMMYT’s socioeconomic research addresses questions of global maize research and the 
maize seed industries, the conservation of germplasm diversity, impact assessment of research in 
wheat and maize, priority setting and research resource allocation (with IFPRI), the determinants of 
adoption of long-term conservation investments, and the diagnosis of natural resource management 
issues. 
- CIP’s socioeconomic research is integrated in the same topics that are part of its policy 
research programme mentioned above. 
- ICARDA’s socioeconomic research focuses on the economic analysis of production 
systems and the exante and expost analysis of new technology options. Projects address integrated 
crop/livestock production, water resource management, water harvesting, and farmers’ 
participation in and use of local knowledge at breeding barley for specific adaptation. 
- ICLARM conducts socioeconomic research on the dissemination and evaluation of 
genetically improved fish strains, the bioeconomic modeling of capture fisheries, and bioeconomic 
models of coastal aquaculture systems. 
- ICIUF’s socioeconomic research includes the development of typologies of land-use 
systems and farmers, the development of ecological-economic models which predict the adoption 
potential and sustainability of improved agroforestry practices, and the evaluation of the actual 
ecological, social, cultural, and economic impacts of adoption of agroforestry practices. 
- IITA’s socioeconomic research includes improving postharvest systems, the 
diversification of humid forest production systems, improvement of yam-based systems, and the 
determinants of cassava productivity under various ecological conditions. 
- ILRI’s research includes a wide range of themes focusing on the economic and 
environmental impacts of livestock disease control, the economics of mixed crop-livestock 
systems, the socioeconomic analysis of livestock production and natural resource management, the 
economics of per&urban dairy systems, and impact assessment and priority setting studies. 
- IPGRI’s research addresses the role of gender in plant genetic resonrce conservation and 
use, documentation of indigenous knowledge for farmers and scientists, and the effect of 
conservation and use of germplasm on socioeconomic development through agricultural 
development. 
- IRRI’s socioeconomic research focuses on the determinants of adoption of knowledge 
intensive rice technology, understanding the risks in rainfed rice farming, and the impact of rice 
technology on rural income distribution and poverty. 
- WARDA’s research agenda includes farmers’ perceptions and adoption of new rice 
varieties, the economics of rice-based cropping systems, agricultural intensification and women, 
economic constraints to rice based rotations in the Sahel, differentials in economic efficiency for 
small and large rice farmers, and the rate of return to rice breeding research. 
2.2. A General Interpretative Framework for Policy Research 
This review of the Centres’ social science research shows that there is a defacto continuum 
between socioeconomic, management, and policy research that makes it difficult to neatly separate 
these activities and allocate budgets to each. This is due to the double fact that socioeconomic 
research is an essential component of policy research and that few socioeconomic studies end 
without extracting policy and management implications from the results obtained. As a 
consequence, it could be said that there is much more on-going policy and management research in 
the System than formal separations imply. Attempts to differentiate between socioeconomic, 
management, and policy research remain, however useful they may be as rough indicators of 
priorities in research projects. 
We use Figure 2.1 to show how socioeconomic and management research are essential 
components of policy research, while socioeconomic and management research can stand alone 
,without necessarily being part of policy research. Here, we do not analyze the processes of 
socioeconomic and management research per se in as far as they are separate elements from policy 
research, but only that part of socioeconomic and management research which is a subset of policy 
research. We distinguish between three levels of policy research: (1) policy science which 
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develops the methodological foundations of policy analysis; (2) the analysis of policy-making 
where policies and reforms are endogenous outcomes; and (3) the traditional analysis of policy 
impact, where policies and policy reforms are taken as exogenous changes. 
Policy science is located upstream from policy making and policy impact analyses. It aims 
at developing a set of theoretical and methodological instruments to understand the behavior of 
agents and institutions, and the processes through which policy is made and policy has impact. 
The context where these generic studies are to be developed is characteristic of the structural 
features of the less-developed economies with pervasive missing and incomplete markets, 
imperfect and asymmetrical information, high covariations in the random events of village 
economies, locally specific agrarian institutions,, as well as locally specific institutions for sectoral 
and national policy making. Policy science thus acquires specificity to the context of the less- 
developed .economy that warrants a specialization distinct from policy science in the context of 
industrialized nations. In part, this is what justifies the need for some policy science exercise at 
IFPRI as it addresses policy questions in a context that may be understudied in the universities and 
research institutes of the more-developed economies. 
Policies and policy reforms, which constitute the outcomes of policy making, may concern 
macro and sectoral issues, social and environmental questions, rights and regulations, institutions, 
priorities for technological change, and public budgets and their allocation. These policies may be 
more or less effectively implemented according to the bureaucracy, regulators, enforcement agents, 
public managers, and the power of rent seekers. 
Implementation of policy reforms induces behavioral responses in a whole range of agents 
and agencies. It is the analysis of these behavioral patterns and the changes in them induced by 
policy that requires socioeconomic and management research. Responses originate in a wide array 
of actors whose behavior needs to be understood to do analysis of policy impact. They include 
.consumers, producers, households, NARSs, irrigation and forestry agencies, grassroots 
organizations (GROs), and communities. Socioeconomic research typically attempts to explain, 
through estimated or calibrated formal models, or though observation of regularities in behavior, 
how these actors have responded or will respond to policy changes. Responses include 
management and institutional responses (e.g., changes in contracts). Agency, management, and 
institutional responses in turn induce changes in market forces, reflected in changes in prices, 
output levels, wages, employment levels, exchange rate movements, and aggregate effects. 
Socioeconomic analyses are typically highly demanding of primary data, and both IFPRI 
and the other Centres have been outstanding in the research community for engaging in unique data 
collection initiatives, sometimes sustained over long time spans and on several occasions 
contributing data sets that have been widely used in the research community, in and out of the CG 
System. A star example has been the village data collected by ICRISAT over 10 years in 10 
villages in the Deccan Plateau. This information has been analyzed by ICRISAT and IFPRI, but 
has also given rise to very important “discoveries” in the intertemporal logic of household and 
community behavior that have had major effects in policy formulation toward issues such as credit, 
insurance, and risk management strategies. Some 40 Ph.D. dissertations have been written with 
these data and countless research papers have been published, including many jointly authored 
between CG and non-CG scholars. Similar data initiatives, if of a smaller scale, have been 
pursued at IRRI, IFPRI (e.g., in Pakistan, the Philippines, and Senegal), and are in progress at 
IIMI in Pakistan. 
Policy impacts are measured by a set of indicators. For technology, they would include 
both expansion of the set of available technological options and diffusion of technological 
innovations. The range of impact criteria is vast, including indicators of static and dynamic 
efficiency, welfare, equity, sustainability and environmental impact, welfare of special groups, 
nutrition, and quality of life including the various dimensions of human development. In positive 
analysis, policies are assessed in terms of their impact on this range of indicators. In normative 
analysis, impact analysis of alternative policy scenarios serves as the basis for policy advice. 
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The bulk of CG policy research has been on policy impact: starting from a policy reform 
and explaining (ex post) or simulating and predicting (ex ante) its consequences. Policy reforms 
are, however, endogenous to a policy-making process. Good policy impact requires that this 
policy making process be able to continuously turn out good policies. The process can be 
conceptualized as a “game” between policy makers and agents in civil society. The outcomes of 
this game, in terms of quality of policies as assessed by their future impact, depends on the context 
in-which it occurs: the constitution, the political regime, the economic regime, the accumulated 
social capital and the nature of civil organizations, international market forces, flows of 
information, and the nature of social norms and ideologies. From a positive standpoint, the 
question is to explain policy outcomes given the context where the policy is applied and the actors 
involved. From a normative standpoint, understanding the logic of the policy process allows to 
engage in policy-making advice, as opposed to policy advice derived from policy impact analysis. 
In a long-term perspective, policy-making advice is clearly more powerful than policy advice. 
Even in the short run, the political acceptability of policy advice, and hence the sustainability of the 
recommendations made, depends on congruence between these policies and the policy-making 
process. 
In general, policy research in the CG System has been strong on policy impact and weak on 
policy making. It could be said that policy making is highly political, sociological, and historical, 
and hence very context-specific and less in the realm of CG responsibilities, and that, as a 
consequence, it is better practiced by universities and independent national think tanks. This is 
true. Several attempts have been made to develop this type of research in the CG, with to this date 
limited success. Past external and internal reviews of IFPRI have suggested that more attention 
should be devoted to policy-making research. From a logical standpoint, engaging in policy advice 
without questioning the policy-making process, and hence the sustainability of the policy 
recommended in the sense of the ability of a particular society to endogenize this particular policy, 
is not very useful. It is consequently an area of policy research to which more attention needs to be 
given. Given the comparative advantages of the CG and desirability to steer clear of political 
involvements that could compromise the System’s reputation of impartiality, this research should 
likely be developed cooperatively with national social science institutions. 
Little emphasis has been placed by the CG on policy science, despite of specificity of the 
context where policy research is being done and the large research gaps in addressing the 
specificity of this context. Developing this area of research would imply an upstream move for 
some of IFPRI’s research fellows. This topic is discussed in chapter 5, where the CG’s capacity 
for policy research is analyzed. 
We should note that the continuum between socioeconomic and P&M research also applies 
to biophysical research and P&M research, where the results of biophysical research provide 
information for P&M research or provide technological options that may enable policy adjustments. 
Where these research continua are strong, P&M research may be best located in the centres where 
the socioeconomic and the biophysical are done, or needs to be developed in strong collaboration 
between the policy and management research centres and the socioeconomic and biophysical 
research centres. 
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CIAT 1.75 0 6.75 8.5 83 
CIFOR 3.5 1 3.5 8 23 
CIMMYT 1 0 5.2 6.2 77 
CIP 2 0.1 6.3 8.4 62 
ICARDA 1.5 1.5 6 9 55 
ICLARM 0 0 2 2 16 
ICRAP 2 0 17 19 110 
ICRISAT 1.75 0.4 6.85 9 101 
IlTA* 1.7 0 2.3 4 89 
ILRI 5.5 0 6.5 12 86 
IPGRI 1.25 0.5 1.5 3.25 50 
IRRI 0.75 0.25 4 5 60 
WARDA 1 0 1 2 22 
Totals 
IFPRI. IIMI. & ISNAR 
Other Centers 
Grand total 
IFPRI” 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Ihi! 8.0 28.0 16.0 52.0 















IFPRI. IIMI. & ISNAR 
Other Centers 
Grand total? 
Number of social scientists (in FE) in 
policy management socioeconomic! 
\ 
40 0 0 
2 7 4 
4.7 3.05 5.5 
46.7 10.1 9.5 66.3 103 
23.7 3.8 68.9 96.4 834 
70.4 13.8 78.4 162.6 937 
Total number of scientists in 




Percentage sham of total number of scientists in 
policy management so&economics social science 
Percentage share of Centers’ budgets allocated to 
2.1 0.0 8.1 10.2 I.8 0.0 7.2 9.0 
15.2 4.3 15.2 34.8 6.5 1.3 15.6 23.4 
1.3 0.0 6.8 8.1 0.5 0.0 3.0 3.5 
3.2 0.2 10.2 13.5 2.0 0.7 6.0 8.7 
2.7 2.7 10.9 16.4 1.5 1.5 3.8 6.8 
0.0 0.0 12.5 12.5 1.0 0.0 9.0 10.0 
1.8 0.0 15.5 17.3 1.0 0.0 14.0 15.0 
1.7 0.4 6.8 8.9 3.0 0.0 7.0 10.0 
1.9 0.0 2.6 4.5 3.0 0.0 4.3 7.3 
6.4 0.0 7.6 14.0 3.0 0.0 12.0 15.0 
2.5 1.0 3.0 6.5 2.1 0.8 3.1 6.0 
I.3 0.4 6.7 8.3 1.0 1.0 5.2 7.2 
4.5 0.0 4.5 9.1 4.0 0.0 4.0 8.0 
45.3 9.8 9.2 64.3 47.7 10.1 9.1 66.8 
2.8 0.4 8.3 11.6 2.0 0.4 6.5 8.9 
7.5 1.5 8.4 17.4 6.7 I.4 6.8 14.8 
Source: answers to questionnaire on strategic study on policy and management research. 
FIT3 = full time equivalent scientist. 
a There is a definitional problem witht the IFPRI data since all scientists are assigned to policy for lack of more detailed information, when a number of 
IFPRI scientists also engage in management and socioeconomic research. 
* Total number of scientists from 1996 Program Plans and Funding Requirements, Table 5. Budget figures refer to core funding only. 




Chapter 3. CGIAR Work Within a Wide World of Rural Policy and Management 
Research: Towards a Division of Labor 
In this chapter, the diversity of players in the field of agricultural policy research is sketched 
in a global overview of policy research resources, and the small but important part played by the 
CG Centers in this is explored, particularly for where it has maximal value in terms of international 
public goods and for strategic linkage to other parts of the CGIAR portfolio. The slender and 
probably often diminishing capacity of national agricultural policy analysis units to deliver the 
needed research products is examined. In the somewhat different field of management research, the 
particular cases of ISNAR, IIMI, and CIFOR are also considered. 
3.1. The Players: An Overview 
There are many actors in the world of policy research and quite a few of these are devoted 
primarily to addressing rural issues. It thus behooves anyone considering the role of the CGIAR 
Centers in this global system to explore first who the actors are and the various perceived 
advantages they enjoy and, in this way, focus on the special contribution that might or should be 
made by the Centers. 
The research community involved with policy and management is a large one, whether one 
views it globally or in more confining terms, such as for MDCs only, and it is still a large one for 
LDCs or for the tropical world generally as subsets of primary interest to CGIAR discussions. To 
overview this community, a simple categorization of the major groups of players is undertaken in 
Table 3.1. The intention is to provide a scheme for seeing how they align and to set the scene for 
subsequent commentary. 
Table 3.1. Categories of Major Players in Policy and Management Research 
1.1 International 
1.1.1 GOs (North) 
National Development Assistance Agencies, e.g., DANIDA, ODA. 
NAROs and EPAs, e.g., USDA ERS, FAS 
Universities, e.g., IDS, UNU 
1.1.2 NGOs 
Research agencies, e.g., WRI 
Action Agencies, e.g., Winrock 
Firms, e.g., World Economic Institute 
1.1.3 Official Development Agencies 
FAO, UNDP, UNEP, Regional Development Banks, World Bank 
1.1.4 IARCs 
1.2 National 
1.2.1 NAPAs, e.g., BIDS, TDRI 
1.2.2 NARSs 
NAROs, Universities 
1.2.3 NGOs (South) 
The next step in proceeding to an overview is to classify the fields of research that are under 
discussion in this review. A scheme is offered in Table 3.2 that introduces several categories of 
policy research and parallel categories of management research. These are intended to be self- 
explanatory, but the emphasis on agricultural research per se is obligatory, given the nature of this 
review. It will also be the case that some work does not fit neatly into just one defined category. 
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Table 3.2. Simplified Categories of Rural Policy and Management Research 
Category Policy Research Management Research 
1 Macroeconomic & Trade Policy Trade Regulation (and negotiation) 
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(iicluding domestic agricultural and 
marketing policy) 
Research Policy 
(including AR priority setting and funding, 
and population, migration, gender, . ..) 
Poverty Policy 
(including food security and nutrition policy) 
Health & Education Policy 
(relevant to the rural sector, including agriculture) 
Environment Policy 
(relevant to the rural sector) 
(including marketing parastatals, 
extension and national policy analysis 
management) 
Agricultural Research Organization 
and Management (public and public-private 
sector interface) 
Food Program Management 
(including relevant tax and welfare ’ 
management) 
Public Health System Management 
(relevant to rural sector, including 
regulation of toxic products) 
Natural Resource Management 
(including land, soil, water, forest, 
fishery, colonization, biodiversity) by 
public, private, and collective organizations 
With this step taken, the next one is to present some crude and necessarily highly subjective 
estimates of the numbers of full-time equivalent research workers in these fields around the globe. 
A global perspective seems appropriate, given the potentially high level of transferability of relevant 
human skills. Such a tabulation is presented in Table 3.3. 
Table 3.3 Indicative Rural-Oriented Policy and Management Research Scientists 









International & Regional 
ODA agencies 
IARCS 
Grand total 3758 4368 













(a) Data are subjective estimates (by Jock Anderson) intended to illustrate orders of magnitude of the numbers of 
involved research personnel. 
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(b) Includes. for instance, 425 workers in the USDA and State experiment station system of the USA in 1992-93 
(Cooperative State Research Service 1994) and 790 workers in the North nations of the British Commonwealth in 
1986 (Vernon, 1989). 
These indicative world head-counts of P&M research workers suggest that a majority (but 
probably not an overwhelming one) of these workers are in the North, although significant (but 
unknown) numbers of these concentrate their efforts on the South. The subjective standard errors 
for the management researcher numbers are probably greater than for policy researchers, but if 
these data are even close to correct it is surprising (at least to this Panel) that the numbers of 
research workers in the management fields under review here are of the same order of magnitude 
(and perhaps more numerous) as more mainstream .policy work. The CGIAR is a relative late- 
comer to this field, and it is still a very modest player. Another way of expressing this is to observe 
that the ratio of client partners to CGIAR researchers in management work is surely large and 
possibly overwhelming. 
The matter of the CGIAR System effort being small is clearly portrayed in Table 3.3. The 
indicated small proportions of research personnel in the System places a premium on arguments as 
to just what it is that such a small cadre of research workers, no matter how fine and committed, 
can really accomplish. 
3.2. Criteria for Relevance of CG Research 
The CGIAR has, over recent years, had several occasions to ponder afresh the criteria for 
inclusion within the CG portfolio. First, not unreasonably, the activity must be research or at least 
research-related. Research is interpreted to be a systematic approach to discovering new knowledge 
and thus to build on the past. Research-related activities offer opportunity for more fringe activities, 
some of which are surely relevant in considering policy research, where the distinction between 
policy analysis based on existing information and policy research involving the distillation of new 
information may be either fine or blurred, but it is seldom likely to be crystal-clear. Of course, the 
key consideration in this criterion is the quality of the research-minimally, international in at least 
one sense of this qualifier as used in international journals, etc. 
Second, the research activity must be international in character and must contribute to a 
priority program that is consistent with the goals of the CGIAR. The international dimension in this 
sense requires that more than one LDC be involved, and that there is some movement of 
information or more material aspects across boundaries. Another important aspect of the 
international character is the potential further transferability (spillover) of new information across 
national boundaries. It is natural to inquire as to just how broadly applicable policy research might 
be. The answer will Pepend on the nature of the policy topic under consideration. It is conceivable 
that some useful pohcy research may have very little transferability outside the particular national 
context in which it is conducted. This is likely to be a rather special case, however, and it is more 
likely that there will typically be a high degree of applicability and relevance of policy analysis 
across a range of analogous or broadly similar national circumstances. One contemporary example 
of this is analysis of reform policies that will have wide relevance in many transition economies. 
A third and important criterion for inclusion in the CGIAR portfolio is that at least one CG 
entity must be judged to be the best qualified institution to undertake the designated work. This will 
usually be reflected in a low unit cost per significant international research result, with benefit 
accruing from the rapid international exchange of information that is derived, along with positive 
interrelationships with other activities in the Center conducting the research. Naturally, it is 
expected that the potential payoff should be high relative to cost. 
Thus, the policy research agenda is wide, ranging over objectives concerned with 
productivity, equity, sustainability, and environmental issues, all within national borders and 
beyond, and there is an analogous and somewhat overlapping breadth to the kindred issues in 
govemance.and management of public systems. Therefore, in reviewing the roles of the many 
different actors, it should be necessary to consider the quality of the research, the internationality of 
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the work, and the comparative advantage of CG providers versus other institutions for conducting 
such work. An informal attempt at such an assessment is made in the following section 3.3. 
3.3. An Analysis of the Players 
In principle, it would be possible to make an assessment of all potential suppliers listed in 
Table 3.1, disaggregated by detailed institutional characteristics, according to the criteria used to 
assess relevance for entry into the CGIAR portfolio. This task has been resisted, however, because 
of the intrinsic difficulty of measurement, as well as the proliferation of specific institutional groups 
that would have to be included if there was to be any pretense of comprehensiveness. The 
alternative is to take a more parsimonious and selective approach to discussing possible advantages 
of different categories of providers. 
In general, it is accepted that the CGIAR is a small but solid actor in the categories of policy 
research listed as #2 (agricultural policy) and #3 (research policy) in Table 3.2. In category 1 
(macroeconomic and trade policy), the CGIAR is a small player in a rather large field. In 
categories 4a, 4b, and 5, the poverty, health, and environment, respectively, the CGIAR is also 
small, but it has special comparative advantages. For example, the initiatives undertaken by IRRI, 
CIP, IITA, and CIAT on integrated past management are extremely valuable, but the scope and 
policy implications of this work relating to potential health hazards, particularly those associated 
with agricultural chemicals, is broad, and the initiatives have been modest indeed. Inevitably, this 
theme of research will have to be significantly increased in future decades, especially as the 
consequences of pesticide and other agricultural chemical mismanagement and inappropriate use 
become more manifest. 
Research is one form of economic activity in which Weinberg’s presumption, that the 
future will be like the past because in the past the future was like the past, seems generally 
applicable. In this regard, it is appropriate to reflect upon some of the success stories in policy 
research that would lead to a sense of optimism for tomorrow. Any such arbitrary list is bound to 
be unfair to those excluded and probably unjustifiable in terms of its implicit support for those 
connected with the included items. Nevertheless, to make this discussion more concrete, a few 
examples will be mentioned. The work by Krueger, Schiff, and ValdCs, based at IFPRI and. 
undertaken in conjunction with the World Bank, on the consequences of trade restrictiveness and 
the implicit taxation of agriculture in LDCs is notable. More micro-level implications of trade 
restrictions have been effectively pursued and analyzed by von Braun and others, also at IFPRI. 
Given the concerns deriving from both poverty and environmental themes, the IRRI work 
on disadvantaged regions and the implications for IRRI’s research program deserve particular 
commendation. On other themes, there is a proliferation of work that has a wide spectrum of 
disciplinary origins and analytical emphases. The ICRISAT VLS studies and the many subsequent 
detailed analyses that have been possible are a theme that has been mentioned elsewhere here. The 
CIAT work on cassava and its new role in market-led opportunities in Colombia and Northeast 
Brazil represent a rather different example. Recent CIP work on the successful spread of diverse 
potato varieties is also highly policy-sensitive and reveals successful exploitation of cogent 
socioeconomic research. Similarly, the CIMMYT and ICARDA analyses of research priorities for 
marginal areas have been a significant contribution to the refinement of research policy pertaining to 
this aspect of scarce resource allocation. On the livestock side, ILRI’s work on dairy marketing in 
Africa has been demonstrably of high quality and applicability in contributing to the broader 
agricultural and food policy debate in Sub-Saharan Africa. 
The examples could be replicated many times over, and only the combination of space 
shortage and ignorance of detail inhibits further documentation. The research reports of all the 
Centers need to be consulted for detailed documentation in this regard. Broad thematic areas are 
also worthy of mention, such as IFFRI’s fledgling activities with its all-too-scarce partners in Sub- 
Saharan Africa and its endeavors to assess the wider technological and economic development 
implications of macroeconomic policy in Latin America (especially through the case studies in 
Argentina and Chile). As emphasized above, any such listing of illustrative success stories is 
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bound to be inadequate, but it is allowed in the above to add to the concreteness of the discussion. 
The Panel’s resources did not include adequate opportunity to document such past socioeconomic, 
policy, and management research endeavors in a manner that was in any way comprehensive or 
adequate. 
Assessment of research advantage in any particular category of policy research is fraught 
with difficulties. As indicated implicitly in Table 3.3, the number of suppliers is large, even 
speaking in institutional terms and certainly in terms of total human resource capacity. As 
mentioned before, the result is that the overall CGIAR P&M research effort is relatively very small. 
When the CG System is selecting its priorities, it must do so with due regard to the advantages 
enjoyed by alternative suppliers, the adequacy of effort supplied by alternative suppliers, and its 
own niche opportunities to work in the area, presumably with the best suppliers, especially in the 
South but also in the North. Universities, for instance, have usually managed to carve out 
particular niches for some of their most specialized research and teaching enterprises. For example, 
Oxford University and Brown University have both developed considerable expertise in food- 
program management work even though there are many others similarly involved. 
Thus, any CGIAR initiative in such an area must take appropriate account of existing 
capacity and orientation before it develops new research endeavors in such an area. And so it goes 
for almost every potential research policy theme. If the theme is the effectiveness of rural credit, for 
example, there are multiple potential suppliers, including such US-based universities as Ohio State. 
In the broad field of development studies, particularly those with a Sub-Saharan Africa orientation, 
again, there are many academic institutions in the North, both in Europe (e.g., Kiel, Wageningen) 
and in North America (e.g., Cornell, Michigan State, Stanford FRI) that have a significant 
commitment to such work, although it is often organized on a short-term project basis. It is no 
surprise that the CGIAR Centers are actively linked to a wide variety of such universities, both for 
post-graduate training, post-doctoral research opportunities, and peer interaction and collaboration 
on major research themes. 
The happy conjunction of high potential and modest numbers of research workers is the 
essence of the case for continued investment in this type of work by the CGIAR. The CGIAR 
Centers will thus always have many potential partners, and they should actively seek these 
partnerships for maximum effectiveness. There could be natural collaborative research 
opportunities between, say, the World Bank, regional development banks, universities in both 
MDCs and LDCs, and national agricultural policy agencies. For example, the contemporary 
allocation of research resources within the World Bank surely reflects such a situation in 
collaborative work on measuring poverty. 
The strong links between CGIAR Centers and the World Bank are also indicated in Table 
3.2 research categories 2 and 3, as well as 5. There are many yet unexploited opportunities for 
involving LDC universities and NAROs in analogous collaborative research work that, depending 
on its nature, may also involve a three-cornered arrangement with an appropriate IARC. Indeed, 
quite a few such arrangements are already in place. 
3.3.1. Policy Research 
The point has been that CG policy research is a small but important element of the global 
policy research effort. Within the CG System, however, IFPRI stands as a relatively large and 
important player in this modest but influential work, and thus it deserves explicit attention. The 
niche claimed by IFPRI (at least according to its Medium-Term Plan) is defined by its perceived 
comparative advantage in conducting process-defined work according to the following aspects: 
(a) It has a critical mass of policy analysts that can be organized flexibly according to the 
complementary efforts required for focused task forces. 
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(b) There is a purposeful dedication to research without distraction by other activities such as 
teaching within university departments and project management within other public agencies such 
as the World Bank. 
(c) Close links are maintained to technological generation units through cross-Center participation 
within the CG System. 
* 
(d) Traditionally disparate social and economic disciplines work together within the Institute and 
its assembled research teams. 
(e) Finally, there is the record of past achievement and perceived impartiality in its policy research 
work. 
Even a casual reading of IFPRI publications, supported by knowledge of its staff and 
institutional structures, strongly supports most of these claims. Some claims, however, could 
usefully be challenged along the following lines: 
(a) Arguing that full-time dedication is a niche-defining attribute can be dangerous if indeed there 
are.strong complementarities through engagement in other activities, such as teaching policy 
analysis or conducting policy dialogue with borrowing countries as in, say, development banks. 
Indeed, a case might be made that the most productive long term policy research environment 
would be within agencies that have a multiplicity of policy-related activities, for as long as research 
does not become an activity marginalized by other tasks, 
(b) The claimed advantages of strong links with technological development work, such as is 
accorded through CG membership, does not adequately recognize that many other potential players 
have similarly close working relationships with biophysical agricultural research systems, both 
within and without the CGIAR. Indeed, some of IFPRI’s critics have charged that, in spite of its 
CG membership, at least until recently its links with other Centers have been fragmentary and 
insufficient. This is, however, a time of change and the current situation now looks quite positive 
in this regard. 
(c) The claim of interdisciplinary scope in IFPRI’s teams is a thin straw if it is contrasted with the 
way some policy-oriented work is undertaken at other CG centers where, by the nature of the 
mandate of the Center and its staffing, much more diverse teams can be and are put in place. The 
situation is now, however, changed (if not clouded) by the new-style inter-Center initiatives in 
which IFPRI has been such a busy and active partner, and thus its System-wide effective 
transdisciplinarity has been much extended. 
(d) The Panel has not had an opportunity to assemble comparable data to assess the productivity of 
I IFPRI relative to other institutes and agencies around the world, but it does not stand out as 
singularly impressive in terms of volume of published papers per full-time research fellow 
equivalent. It might be argued that the style of work at IFPRI, with its typically long in-field work 
in LDCs followed by collaborative interpretation of primary data into a policy analysis mode, 
means that what is produced is relatively thorough-going work and not a multitude of quick 
analyses, such as may be more the style of some other agencies. This claim then is worthy of 
further empirical testing with some attempt to correct for the different types of research products 
and their different inherent qualities and resource requirements. The claim of impartiality is 
probably quite reasonable, at least to the extent that partners in LDCs do strongly attest to this 
feature of IFPRI’s work as being one of its most appreciated strengths, and certainly its working 
style has sought to emphasize this aspect of IFPRI’s work. Documentation of this issue is available 
in various forms, including the CGIAR Impact Study of the mid-80s (Anderson, Herdt, and 
Scobie, 1988). 
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3.3.2. Research on Research Policy 
Research on research itself and related policy is something that has been done from time to 
time in various parts of the CGIAR System, and, of course, extensively outside the System. 
ISNAR was the lead Center for conducting research on research policy within the CGIAR, at least 
until recent times, although increasingly IFPRI’s recent activities are complementing those of 
ISNAR. One basic requirement of any such analytical work is the availability of cogent data on 
national research systems, and this has been a commendable contribution of ISNAR in assembling 
such a database and implementing procedures for updating and maintaining a system for 
monitoring the state of NARSs. Much remains to be done in exploiting this database analytically to 
yield insights that may better inform decision makers concerned with investment in research 
systems, particularly public systems, but also in comprehending the nature of the broader research 
portfolio that involves the private sector as well, which is increasingly the case in many parts of the 
world. 
The case for CGIAR investment in this work is strong, given its lack of popularity as a 
theme in the large policy world outside the CG system where little has been done, and much of 
what is available is for a very restricted set of OECD countries, such as USA, UK, Netherlands, 
and Australia. There are demonstrably pressing policy issues that must be addressed as the 
investment in national research systems in many countries is diminishing to crisis levels. These, for 
instance, stifle achievement in research systems where a large fraction of the scarce resources 
available goes to salaries only and then often disturbingly late. The productivity of such systems is 
unlikely to be sufficiently high to justify the existing public investment, and the crisis is bound to 
become worse before there is any significant improvement. Accordingly, policy analysis of options 
open to countries is of utmost importance and must be addressed by many agencies, including 
ISNAR and IFPRI, but also concerned donors and development agencies, such as the World 
Bank. 
3.3.3. Management Research 
As is revealed in Table 3.3, the ability to conduct research in the field of management is 
rather restricted, given the few human resources devoted to such work. Since the CGIAR has 
focused on some key public management research issues, it is thus appropriate to address some of 
the special cases and their particular problems. 
Management of public agricultural research agencies is clearly well within the mandate of 
ISNAR, although the focus to date has been on a relatively narrow concept of agricultural research, 
agricultural as opposed to fishery and forest, for example, and (for historical reasons) on primarily 
publicly managed national research organizations. The management problems of these agencies are 
considerable, in part because of a lack of clear guidance about the best organizational forms and 
managerial procedures. Since such agencies are largely within the public-service sector, they are 
usually compromised by the necessity to conform with public-service rules and procedures 
applicable within each country. 
In an increasing number of cases, agencies have been recast as autonomous or at least semi- 
autonomous bodies that enable them to disconnect from some of the strictures of traditional public- 
service systems, such as promotion solely according to seniority, one illustrative example that is 
clearly counterproductive in a scientific research environment. Notwithstanding the many 
difftculties and problems that remain to be addressed, the resources thus far devoted to such work 
have been extremely small and the work has not yet been structured in a very systematic cross- 
country learning mode. Much effort has been devoted to policy dialogues among key decision 
makers and managers in national research systems, but this in itself does not lead to critical analysis 
of what works and what does not. Accordingly, much remains to be done in this field, and it 
should be accorded high priority in the public-management research agenda of the System. Without 
investigations that point the way more clearly, investment in this vital developmental field will be to 
little avail, and agriculture will thus not deliver its promise. 
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Other management themes within the system are diverse, but two are of particular 
significance, given the focus of the two institutions that recently joined the system, namely CIFOR 
and IIMI. Other centers are also engaged to some extent in issues related to public management, 
such as CIAT in Latin American land policy and ICRAF in the management of publicly, privately, 
and commonly owned agroforestry resources. In this brief summary and the longer discussion in 
section 7.7, however, the focus is on CIFOR, IIMI, and ISNAR. 
The difficulties facing managers of forest resources in LDCs are manifold, and the social 
losses through inefficient management of public forest resources are probably huge, although not 
well documented. In part, the inadequacy of current information is related to the prevailing 
weaknesses in national forest research systems and the sometimes compromising links between 
forest departments and such research units, typically where the research unit itself is part of the 
department that is suffering the problem. Other contentious issues related to both biodiversity 
preservation and gainers and losers in the use of public forest resources have surely made even 
more difficult the progress of investigatory work on management. 
The issues to be addressed are not primarily the traditional technical aspects of tree and 
forest management per se. Rather, the issues are the public management of the natural resources 
and the public control of the human resources involved. Hence, CIFOR’s emphasis on devolution, 
on developing alternative institutional arrangements for the management of IocaYcommunal forests 
when public agencies no longer have the capacity, finances, and/or mandate for direct management 
of such resources. Governance, and the new roles in civil society, and management with NGOs 
and the private sector, all figure prominently in CIFOR’s37 
current strategic plan. 
The CGIAR investment in this work is a modest beginning for tackling a large and 
significant global problem. The issues facing fishery resource management in coastal areas and 
inland water bodies are similar in many respects, and the System must look to the global experience 
(as emb.odied, for example, in FAO) and to ICLARM’s fledgling efforts in this regard for guiding 
future investment in this important field of public responsibility. 
With the growing shortage of water for all purposes in the world, especially for the most. 
densely populated areas, the recent attention to improved water policies is clearly appropriate and 
significant, especially in regard to irrigation water and especially in Asia. IIMI has primarily 
addressed such polices. The inefficiencies of many irrigation management systems have been well 
documented in a wide range of studies in recent decades, and the establishment of DMI to focus on 
this issue, working through collaborative mechanisms with national irrigation authorities, seems to 
have been timely and important. This is not the place to endeavor to assess just how successful this 
work has been, but from a strategic perspective, the work is surely vital and must be conducted 
with renewed vigor as the problems magnify. With limited space for adding new irrigation areas 
and the political difficulties over building new major reservoirs, the existing resources must be 
used more efficiently to economically underpin the demands that will be placed on these irrigation 
systems for their contribution to future food and fiber productivity. The lessons of improved 
management systems for water resources are many and are addressed at greater length in the 
companion strategic review of natural-resource management research in the CGIAR. In brief, 
effective involvement of water users and linkage between both upstream and downstream residents 
in river basins are key to improved management and to greater social benefits through the operation 
of such public and community systems. 
19 February 10, 1996 
Chapter 4. Demand for P&M Research: the Context for Priority Setting 
Demand for P&M research may originate from different groups: (a) stakeholders in LDCs, 
(b) the CGIAR as a System, and (c) individual or groups of donors. In the view of the Panel the 
CGIAR should focus on the first two sources of demand. Most likely individual donors’ demands 
are largely derived from the first two, but they may also be influenced by stakeholders and policies 
in their respective countries, leading to potential mismatches. Presumably, reconciliation is 
achieved at the CGIAR system level. Increased dependency on special project funding, however, 
may lead to diversions and a loss of synergy in the agenda. Thus, what follows is an attempt to 
read the demand for P&M research from stakeholders in LDCs, and the implications for priority 
setting in the CGIAR. 
The socioeconomic and problem contexts in each country, including the macroeconomic 
and agricultural policy contexts, define national demands for policy analysis. While these contexts 
vary considerably among developing countries, it seems possible to identify common patterns of 
evolution. The purpose of this chapter is to highlight some of the main differences in the past and 
present policy challenges in LDCs, summarize what appear to be the emerging demands for policy 
analysis at the national level, and help identify some of the derived demands for international policy 
research in order to formulate suggestions for the CGIAR priority setting process in this area. 
4.1. Economic and Institutional Contexts in LDCs: Demand for P&M Research 
4.1.1. The Regulated Context of the 1960s & 1970s 
Macroeconomic and sectoral policies in the 1960s and 1970s were geared towards import 
substitution industrialization and self-sufficiency. The need and urgency to increase food 
‘production for exports and for feeding fast growing domestic populations led to the adoption of 
agricultural policies and strategies aimed at increasing production and productivity. Often these 
policies were implemented within contexts of semi-closed, regulated economies in which 
macroeconomic policies discriminated against the-agricultural sector (Schiff and Valdes, 1992). 
The policy dilemma was that agriculture was to help secure foreign exchange for industrial 
development while producing low-cost food to facilitate development. Agricultural policies tried to 
balance negative effects of macropolicies by accelerating and broadening the base for technology 
adoption. They aimed at inducing agricultural growth through agricultural research and technology 
transfer, and they tried to induce growth through rural infrastructure development and subsidies in 
the provision of various public support services and credit. 
The institutional response was the creation of national agricultural research institutes and of 
national extension systems, or the modification of existing organizational structures, to introduce, 
adapt, and generate technologies that had the intrinsic characteristics of “public goods” and national 
extension systems for technology transfer. These public sector systems adopted a supply-driven, 
productivity paradigm to foster increased production through improved seeds and crop 
management packages, which subsequently resulted in a demand for strategic research and 
institutional strengthening. The CGIAR posed itself to help meet these derived demands through 
improved germplasm training and commodity research networks, and it did this mainly along 
commodity research lines. To assist in the strengthening of national agricultural research 
institutions, ISNAR was created in 1979. 
There was a widely-shared perception that the green revolution could be a powerful 
instrument for increasing production as well as alleviating rural poverty, and that adequate policies 
were needed to foster technology adoption. Agricultural policies included the development of 
irrigation systems, mechanization programmes, input delivery and output marketing systems, 
commodity marketing boards and price support schemes to reduce market risks, provision of 
extension, seeds and animal health services, and integration of credit and public services through 
integrated rural development programmes. National demand for policy analysis was mainly for 
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ways of improving the mix of these policy instruments, effectively accelerating production 
response and technology adoption, and reducing price instability in domestic markets. 
To help meet the derived demand for policy research arising from the above national policy 
agendas, IFPRI was created in 1975 and formally incorporated to the CGIAR in 1979. At the time 
“there was a general recognition that micro-economic research at the commodity-oriented CGIAR 
Centres could not adequately address policy issues, . . . and that sector-wide and macro-economic 
issues were not appropriate topics for research at those Centres” (IFPRI’s Second External 
Programme Review, 1991). But as the thematic emphasis evolved over time, the approach adopted 
by IFPRI was to identify constraints to agricultural development and to distill lessons from studies 
across countries on behavioral responses of farmers to policies, a background for policy design by 
national policy analysts. Analysis of policies at the country level was regarded as a necessary step 
for deriving lessons across countries. 
4.1.2. The Transition of the 1980s 
Shortly after the time IFPRI became operational, the economies in the developing world 
suffered three sudden and major external shocks: an unprecedented rise in real interest rates, a 
cessation of foreign capital inflows, and a fall in external terms of trade (Selowsky, 1987), all of 
which were compounded by a decline in export demand due to the 1992-1993 recession in OECD 
countries. “Starting at about 1980, much of the developing world faced a severe economic crisis, 
. . . disposable incomes fell, foreign exchange became scarce in the face of rising debt burden, 
deteriorating terms of trade and growing current accounts deficits were creating growing resource 
constraints and widespread balance of payment crises” (Scobie and Jacobsen, 1995). The 
macroeconomic policies pursued in the 1970s revealed their major weaknesses under the crisis, and 
many developing countries implemented “structural adjustment programmes” of different degrees 
of intensity and gradualism. Some are still trying. Seen in retrospect, the panorama was rather 
heterogeneous and “the implementation of adjustment programmes has had a mix of positive and 
negative effects on the performance of the agricultural sector, . . . and the impact on different 
groups of agricultural households has been uneven” (Tabor, 1995). 
Policies in this period were dominated by the need to manage macro imbalances. The 
structural adjustment processes were in general characterized by a move away from import 
substitution towards more open economies, realignment of exchange rates, and deregulation of 
markets, including agricultural markets. Social concerns were to be handled through social funds 
and safety net approaches, which, because of political visibility, targeted more urban than rural 
sectors. These changes in macroeconomic and sectoral policy contexts induced important changes 
in the demand for agricultural policy analysis at the national level and, hence, in the derived 
demand for international policy research. However, this latter demand was blurred by the 
differences in circumstances and policies among countries. 
The changes in the policy contexts began revealing some of the latent demand for 
technologies that in turn brought about some of the institutional limitations to respond to new 
demands. Tighter fiscal policies implied stagnation in funding for agricultural R&D in many 
countries. Because of concerns about poor institutional performance, the World Bank in the early 
1980s became involved in sponsoring reforms of agricultural research policies as part of their 
conventional sectoral investments projects (Tabor and Ballantine, 1995). Collapses of extension 
systems, increasing concerns for household food insecurity, concerns for empowering women and 
ethnic groups in agriculture, slow technology adoption by small farmers, and the high fiscal costs 
and limited effectiveness of integrated rural development programmes all led to the questioning of 
traditional extension approaches and to the exploration of a variety of new opinions, including 
more decentralized adaptive research involving NGOs (which proliferated during the 1980s) and 
farmers. 
The emerging demand for policy analysis in developing countries was essentially for 
studying the-effects of the new macroeconomic, trade, and agricultural policies on the performance 
of the agricultural sector and on their distributional effects. Emerging global environmental 
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concerns began adding new dimensions to the agenda to identify policies and public sector 
strategies that would arrest the alarming rates of deforestation and resource degradation and to 
reduce chemical contamination and biodiversity losses, The close links between poverty and 
resource degradation compounded the complexities of the policy research required. While these 
new demands were common to most countries, pressing regional problems led to more specific 
demands at the regional level: policy and institutional frameworks were needed to induce 
technology adoption, empower women, and reduce food insecurity in SSA; to improve water, 
upland, and coastal area management in Asia; and to find alternative, more cost-effective R&D 
approaches in LAC. 
4.1.3. The Globalizing Context of the 1990s 
The demands for policy analysis that began emerging in the 1980s generalized in the early 
1990s as more countries undertook structural adjustment programmes. Completion of the Uruguay 
round of GATT and emergence of regional trade blocks consolidated the trend towards more open 
economies. International interdependence was facilitated by remarkable advances in 
communications. After a period of stagnation and decline during the early 1980s world agricultural 
trade reassumed growth. Increasing adherence to more open market approaches will help anticipate 
further changes in future macropolicy environments. 
Open economy models imply that governments have less control over traditional, across- 
the-board policy instruments, particularly exchange rates, interest rates, trade taxes, and tariffs. 
They need to rely on finer and more complex instruments with a greater degree of sector and local 
specificity, selective in terms of the role of the public sector in providing public goods and services 
and incentives. There seems to be a dual process at work: homogenization of macropolicies and a 
search for greater specificity in micropolicies. 
Increasing import competition in domestic markets and changing external demand make 
evident the need for enhancing the competitiveness of agricultural production to meet new 
opportunities in domestic and external markets. Structural adjustment policies aim at improving 
market transparency by removing policy interventions that distort domestic markets. As a result, 
demand for agricultural products changes rapidly and latent demands for agricultural technologies 
are expressed. 
Changes in demand for agricultural products are also the result of continued urbanization, 
which will more than double the urban population in LDCs to 3.6 billion by 2020. Urbanization is 
associated with significant changes in the patterns of food demand, processing, and marketing. 
Changes in income patterns result in changes in the types of food demanded: higher incomes 
increase demand for higher quality and processed foods. Demand for livestock products will grow 
much faster than demand for food grains, except in SSA where virtually no growth in per capita 
food demand is expected due to income stagnation (IFPRI 2020). However, implementation of 
successful policy reforms in these countries may raise effective demand for livestock products. 
And SSA is heterogenous, with potential for stronger growth in countries such as South Africa and 
with urbanization changing consumption patterns toward livestock products even with low 
aggregate income growth. Changes in income and employment patterns, particularly the 
incorporation of women into urban labor markets, result in increased demand for foods that are 
more convenient in time, space, and form. Expansion of transnational food companies, 
globalization of fast-food chains, and the growing importance of supermarkets add new actors that 
help shape the demand for agricultural products. Expansion of the food processing industry and the 
concomitant increases in product differentiation (e.g., processed foods, brand products, specialty 
foods, and pesticide-free foods) result in a reduced share of primary products in the retail value of 
food products, and it increases specific demands for agricultural products in terms of quality and 
timeliness of supplies. These changes in domestic and external demand patterns create a need to 
reconvert agricultural production along emerging market opportunity lines. 
Urbanization is making poverty an increasingly urban problem, particularly in middle- to 
higher-income developing countries, and it is making employment and food security for the urban 
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poor a dominant political issue that will influence future policy interventions. In the agrarian-based, 
least-developed countries extreme poverty in rural areas will continue to dominate the policy 
agenda. 
The political and social context for recovering growth in the 1990s is increasingly 
characterized by democracy, the decentralization of governance, and a widespread presence of 
social organizations, which in turn calls for increased attention to the distribution of the benefits 
from growth (e.g., to the poor, women, and ethnic groups) and to avoiding losses of natural 
resource capital. This has opened dimensions of political economy that were previously frozen by 
consolidated status-quo in the respective countries. More than in the past, policies need to be the 
result of dialogue and negotiation between the interested parties. In a way, the 1990s could be 
characterized by a return to the social concerns of the 1960s and 197Os, which were largely 
bypassed during the 1980s due to concerns for macro imbalances. 
Macroeconomic policy contexts in the 1990s require that agricultural policies be market- 
oriented and that government services play a subsidiary role to that of the private sector. But the 
political and social contexts imply that civil society will participate more actively in agricultural 
R&D and in the husbandry of the natural resource base for improved equity and sustainability of 
production. Reinvigorated social concerns for addressing extreme poverty in rural areas and for 
sustainability of production give rise to new challenges: correcting market failures, internalizing 
negative environmental externalities, facilitating reconversion of agricultural production according 
to market opportunities, empowering women and ethnic groups, and designing social and rural 
development programmes and safety-nets for those without the resources to compete. 
Globalization, along with increasing market and social pressures on the resource base, has 
brought new issues to the international policy agenda. The Convention on Biological Diversity has 
brought new policy challenges in relation to in-situ conservation of biodiversity. Together with 
advances in biotechnology, it has brought research on intellectual property rights issues in 
agriculture to the agenda. Increased pressure on shared resources, such as fresh water sources and 
fisheries, has added important policy issues. The GATT and regional trade agreements give rise to 
new trade issues in relation to agriculture, including regulation in the use of pesticides. These 
problems are distinct from national policy issues in that they are transnational in nature. Some of 
them may be of strategic importance for future agricultural development in LDCs, and they may 
justify P&M research as background for international negotiations, the outcomes of which will 
condition future domestic policies. 
As most countries are in different transitional stages towards open market economies, the 
policy scenarios in the LDCs are quite heterogenous and highly dynamic. Consequently, it is 
particularly important to acknowledge that the demand for policy research is diverse and will be 
changing over time, requiring periodic and forward-looking readings of the national, sub-regional, 
and international perspectives. 
The institutional scenario is also highly dynamic. Public institutions are in diverse stages of 
transition in the search for niches and approaches that insure them institutional sustainability. 
Tighter fiscal policies, embracement of a subsidiary role for the public sector, concerns for 
empowering civil society, and adoption of more stringent public management practices result in 
increasing funding restrictions for public agricultural R&D and in an increased demand for 
rethinking the role of public sector institutions. The provision of many agricultural support 
services, such as seeds systems and animal health services, is being privatized in most countries. 
One of the main dilemmas of state contraction is the institutional vacuum that it creates, particularly 
for the subsistence and family farm sectors that are the least attended to by the private service sector 
and commercial banks. Changes in the policy context in which R&D institutions operate call for a 
shift from the technology supply approach of the past to a demand approach, since technology 
demands are increasingly derived from new market opportunities rather than from historical 
production patterns developed to supply captive markets. New R&D paradigms are needed for the 
agricultural sector, particularly for the peasant sector, which are participatory and driven by market 
demand. 
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As a result of the search for more effective institutional paradigms, a general move towards 
greater institutional decentralization is already observable in Asia and Latin America, albeit within 
extremely diverse regional and national circumstances. To be sustainable, decentralization 
modalities need to be congruent with market economies, take into account the public good nature of 
many agricultural technologies and the existence of market imperfections, and facilitate the 
integration of the private sector, which includes producers’ organizations, NGOs, and other 
community-based groups in agricultural R&D. It is in this context that research policies and the 
public management of R&D institutions and programmes, including the public-private interface, 
have become high priority areas for research. 
Despite the highly diverse and dynamic economic, policy, and institutional settings, it 
seems possible to attempt some generalizations regarding the derived demand for P&M research. 
LDCs demands include (1) gaining a better understanding of the medium- and long-term effects of 
new macroeconomic, trade, and agricultural policies on the performance of the agricultural sector 
and their distributional effects and (2) micropolicies that are effective in facilitating the transition to 
more open economies and promoting broad-based agricultural development in vulnerable and poor 
areas. More specifically, developing countries need policies that: 
* facilitate the transition to open economies by exploiting potential synergy between 
comparative advantages, new technologies, and market opportunities while ensuring sustainability 
of production; 
* help correct failures in commodity and factor markets (credit, insurance, land, common 
property resources, and water markets), facilitating the access of small-scale producers and 
processors to expanding markets; 
* facilitate the reconversion of production in areas where the principal crops are highly 
vulnerable to foreign competition; 
* foster efficient integration of primary production with the agricultural processing industry 
to enhance competitiveness in domestic and external markets; 
* effectively promote broad-based development, incomes, and employment, including 
opportunities for women and ethnic groups, providing synergy between agricultural and social 
programmes to buffer the transition for food-insecure groups; 
* help internalize negative environmental externalities, improve the management of common 
property resources, and relieve social and market pressures on the resource base in areas were 
sustainability of production is at risk, integrating biophysical and socioeconomic research to insure 
viability and complementarity among technologies and local policies; 
* facilitate technological and management changes to improve water use efficiency and 
develop effective water markets in water-scarce areas; 
* help preserve biodiversity within the terms agreed to in the CBD; 
* and enhance the role and effectiveness of private sector and civil organizations in R&D, 
with public institutions assuming a subsidiary role in appropriate regulatory functions. 
Studies of previous policies geared toward these objectives might yield important lessons 
for other developing countries. While from a CGIAR perspective the focus should be on the least 
developed, food-insecure countries, research on the policy experience of other developing 
countries may also shed light on what is needed for policy success, justifying wide-ranging multi- 
country research projects. 
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4.2. Implications of Expansion of the CGIAR 
P&M research in the CGIAR must be seen within the context of the recent expansion of the 
System. CGIAR goals were broadened, reflecting increased emphasis on poverty alleviation and 
on the sustainability of production. This implies: 
- (1) a more formal acceptance of an income security approach to poverty alleviation rather 
than the initial food self-sufftciency approach and 
(2) a consolidation of the shift from a productivity oriented research approach along 
commodity lines to a productivity-sustainability oriented research approach integrating commodity 
and resource management research, including public P&M research. 
The change in the external environment and the concomitant expansion and shift in the 
approach of the CGIAR imply: 
(a) a wider number of sectors, adding to agriculture and livestock, which include forestry, 
aquatic resources, and irrigation systems; 
(b) a wider set of technical and policy issues in relation to technology-policy interactions in 
these diverse sectors, e.g., how to help improve productivity and management of natural resources 
in areas were sustainability of production is at risk, while also improving the management of 
biodiversity-land, soils, water, and biomass on hillsides, forest and desert margins, natural 
forests, and coastal areas; 
(c) a wider range of public management issues in reIation to a wider set of agencies and 
institutions including other institutions, besides NARIs and universities, with less defined and 
rapidly evolving institutional maps such as forestry and fishery institutes, irrigation districts, and 
ministries of the environment; 
(d) and a wider set of local actors that could help reveal demands for technologies, assist in 
the adaptive testing and transfer of these technologies, and assist in resource management, such as 
producers’ and consumers’ organizations, NGOs, community-based groups, and private sector 
firms. 
It is within this expanded scope of the CGIAR and the dynamic socioeconomic, policy, and 
institutional contexts which give rise to new demands for P&M research, that the question should 
be asked as to in which particular areas of P&M research the CGIAR has or could develop strong 
comparative advantages in relation to the many other players described in section 3.1 and/or local 
actors. 
4.3. Areas of Comparative Advantages in P&M Research 
The main advantages of the System are derived from its international and apolitical nature 
and from its flexibility to adapt to changing demands. The System’s comparative advantages at 
present are derived from the capacity it has acquired from institutional experience, knowledge, and 
expertise existing in the various centres. Future comparative advantages will depend on the 
System’s ability to respond to new demands. It is in this sense that a long-term, prospective view 
of future demands for international agricultural research, including P&M research, becomes 
essential. In the view of the Panel, the CGIAR has comparative advantages in four main areas and 
could develop comparative advantages in a fifth area. These are described next. 
4.3.1. A Prospective Vision of Agricultural Challenges in LDCs 
A long-term prospective and integrated vision of the challenges faced by developing 
countries in the various regions, as well as a vision of alternative agricultural development and 
technological paths, are essential for priority setting in international agricultural research. Analysis 
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and scientific debate of global and disaggregated projection scenarios can help identify the relative 
magnitude of the challenges faced by various countries and regions, particularly in relation to major 
pockets of poverty. They can also anticipate mega trends in food demand, identify trade and 
production possibilities and issues, and assess alternative technological paths and broad policy 
options for sustainable, broad-based agricultural development, including options for research 
policy. Both the CGIAR as a System and each individual Centre are major clients of the output of 
this type of prospective analysis for their internal priority setting, but international development 
agencies and NARSs, including NAPAs, are also important clients and partners. 
This represents an area in which there are economies of scale to be captured through 
centralized coordination and analysis of projection scenarios based on the secondary information 
and expert judgment obtained from a variety of national and international sources, including 
CGIAR Centres. There are a few institutions that generate prospective information through the use 
of global projections models (e.g., FAO, USDA, . . .), though the frequency, time horizon, scope, 
scenarios explored, and degree of disaggregation vary according to the purpose of the respective 
studies. CGIAR and Centres’ needs for systematized information about the implications of various 
projection scenarios for international agricultural research go far beyond what the available global 
projections provide, particularly in terms of the relative magnitude of the gap between food needs 
and market demand in various countries, expected trade patterns, anticipated and latent demands for 
technologies, and the implications for research and policy options. 
The Panel recommends that the System assign formally to IFPRI the responsibility to 
advance its work on global food and natural resource use projections (in collaboration with FAO 
and other agencies, as appropriate). For specific crops, global projections ought to be done in 
collaboration with the crop centres concerned since these centres have unique knowledge of future 
technological prospects and agroecological potentials. Alternatively, the System may wish to sub- 
contract the analysis on a regular basis to another agency. What is important is that the best 
information available be systematized, models and assumptions subjected to peer scrutiny, 
projection scenarios analyzed from a CGIAR perspective, and that they be used to sustain a 
continuous dialogue at global and appropriate sub-regional levels as input for priority setting, 
including priorities for P&M research. 
4.3.2. Public Policies in Relation to Technological Change 
Strategic components for technological change (e.g., technologies, distilled information, 
methods, and competence built in developing countries) are the major CGIAR instruments to help 
foster sustainable agricultural development in the LDCs. It follows that public policies in relation to 
technological change and the distribution of technology’s benefits should be the central focus of 
research efforts by CGIAR centres in the policy area, particularly in direct relation to the areas in 
which the various IARCs have or are developing comparative advantages in order to tap synergy 
between technologies and policies. 
Several Centres have made solid contributions towards understanding the underlying 
economic principles that govern technological change. By understanding the broad adaptability or 
location-specificity of the technologies involved and the production circumstances in various 
production settings, the Centres have a strong base from which to contribute, particularly in terms 
of adapting new methodological approaches for socioeconomic and policy research, leading to the 
generation of new information on behavioral responses of farmers to technology-policy 
combinations. Advanced universities have attributes derived from their size (numbers of professors 
and graduate students) which provide them with a larger capacity to develop conceptually new 
methodological approaches, as well as an environment of tradition in scrutiny and supervision of 
scientific rigor. CGIAR institutes can contribute meaningfully through the testing of new methods 
that require primary data collection and by making available such a data base to graduate students 
and university researches, thereby becoming highly complementary to universities through 
graduate thesis research. 
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In the view of the Panel, a strong comparative advantage of the CGIAR as a System is in 
the area of public policies in LDCs and their relation to technological change as well as intimate 
knowledge and experience of local institutions and institutes. IFPRI’s advantages are an 
understanding of macro and sector-wide policies implications and options from cross country 
studies and an acquiring and adapting of new methodological approaches. ISNAR’s advantages 
are in participatory research on national research systems and on the publi-private interface in 
technology and extension. Other Centres’ advantages include field testing biophysical and 
socioeconomic hypotheses involving primary data collection with local partners. As the 
opportunities for synergy between IFPRI and other centres are unique, both should contribute to 
hypotheses development together with national partners. If hypotheses are developed jointly and 
carefully, benefits of joint project formulation should greatly outweigh inter-institutional 
transactions costs. 
The above conclusions generally apply to public policies in relation to technological change. 
They apply to policies that affect technology markets as well as input and output markets, including 
markets of crops, livestock, forest, and fishery products. They also apply to many of the new 
emerging demands for policy research in developing countries (listed in section 4.1.3). Two of the 
latter are highlighted next as specific new areas in which CGIAR Centres have or could develop 
comparative advantages. 
4.3.3. Understanding Interactions Among Technologies and Policies in Areas 
Where Sustainability of Production Is at Risk 
International centres are in privileged positions for understanding behavioral responses of 
farmers and other resource managers to technology-policy combinations in major agricultural areas 
and pockets of poverty were sustainability of production is at risk. This could be done through the 
acquisition and analysis of primary information from cross-sectional studies and/or long-term farm 
panels in a few, carefully selected pilot watersheds to derive lessons of international relevance. 
CGIAR ecoregional programmes seem to provide a unique opportunity to various Centres for the 
joint formulation and testing of hypotheses in the selected pilot watersheds, in partnership with 
NARSs and NAPAs. Independent institutional initiatives may have value in their own rights and 
may minimize transactions costs, but they will certainly miss unique opportunities for inter- 
institutional synergy, for formulating systemic interdisciplinary perspectives, and for a more 
efficient division of labor and task specialization according to institutional advantages and 
disciplinary competencies. In the view of the Panel, joint research project formulation by IFPRI 
and the other Centres and institutions that could contribute to the research agenda in the respective 
ecoregions where sustainability of production is at risk is very much called upon. The problems to 
be addressed are of significant international relevance. An interdisciplinary approach is required, 
and the opportunity is unique. The challenge is to identify appropriate pilot sites and to develop 
mutually agreeable working arrangements. 
4.3.4. Research Policies and Public Management of Agricultural R&D 
Changes in the political, social, and macropolicy contexts in which R&D institutions in 
LDCs operate lead to the search and experimentation of decentralized R&D approaches that 
increasingly rely on market forces and civil organizations. Devolution of agricultural services to the 
private sector, water management to water users, and credit to private banks and informal financial 
institutions, among others, are all movements congruent with a subsidiary state role. But policy 
impact analysis cannot ignore market failures in technology, water, risk, and credit markets, nor 
can it ignore policy making processes in relation to agricultural R&D and the need for the state to 
compliment its subsidiary role with appropriate regulatory functions. 
One of the main dilemmas of state contraction is the institutional vacuum that it creates, 
particularly for the subsistence and family farm sectors, which are the least attended to by the 
private service sector and commercial banks. To be sustainable and effective, R&D modalities need 
to take into account the public-good nature of many agricultural technologies and the existence of 
market imperfections (even under fully open markets). They need to provide effective incentives to 
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the private sector, producers’ organizations, NGOs, and other community-based groups for 
revealing latent demands for technologies and for participating in adaptive testing and technology 
transfer to help close the R&D cycle and provide effective feedback to research. It is in this context 
that research policies and the public management of R&D institutions and programmes, including 
public-private interface, have become a high priority area for P&M research. While solutions will 
necessarily have a high degree of local specificity, important lessons can be derived from cross- 
country studies. 
This is a general area of public management that falls within the mandate of ISNAR 
(organization and management of R&D institutions) as well as IFPRI (agricultural policies). In 
relation to more specific areas, it also falls within the mandate of IIMI (water management), CIFOR 
(forest management), and ICLARM (fisheries management). These Centres do have comparative 
advantages in certain specific areas of P&M research. And there is ample scope for deriving 
synergy from joint projects among IFPRI, ISNAR, and other international centres involved in 
commodity and resource management research, as well as with other international agencies, 
regional institutions, and national institutions. 
The Panel suggests that the forthcoming review of IFPRI pay particular attention to the 
above four areas of comparative advantages, the review of ISNAR to the latter (section 4.3.4), and 
that both reviews consider the potential synergy that could be derived from joint, inter-centre 
projects on these themes. 
4.3.5. Emerging Long-Term Transnational Issues 
As mentioned in section 4.1.3, there exists a series of emerging long-term, strategic issues 
that are distinct from national policy issues: they are transnational in nature and require 
socioeconomic and policy research as background for international negotiations, the outcomes of 
which .will condition future domestic policies. These issues are listed below: 
* Trade issues arising from the GATT and regional trade agreements and their 
implications for trade negotiations. As mentioned in section 4.3.1, IFPRI is well positioned to 
contribute to the understanding of the implications of trade agreements for LDC’s agriculture and 
trade. Partnership with institutions such as the World Bank, WTO, or USDA could allow IFPRI to 
play an extremely useful role in analyzing the implications for future CGIAR priorities and 
strategies and for national policies. The Institute does not have comparative advantages to become 
involved in policy making analysis for trade negotiations, which requires in-depth country analysis 
and involvement in negotiations. It should, however, maintain a watching brief on trade issues and 
on the implications of negotiations’ outcomes. 
* Management of common water sources involving two or more countries. At present, 
CGIAR centres do not have comparative advantages in this field, though conceivably IIMI, with 
IPPRI and other centres involved in resource management research in the respective regions, could 
contribute. 
* Management of common fishery resources, especially those affected by fish 
population migrations and interactions with zones beyond the economic areas under the 
control of individual countries. ICLARM could conceivably contribute, particularly in relation to 
fisheries in fresh water bodies, but organizations such as FAO seem to be better posed for P&M 
research in this area. 
* Biodiversity and property rights in relation to genetic resources within the terms 
agreed to in the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). IPGFU and other Centres are well 
positioned to address technical and scientific issues. Policy issues fall under the mandate of the 
International Commission on Plant Genetic Resources (CPGR), hosted by FAO. It is important, 
however, to maintain a watching brief in relation to the conservation and access to biodiversity, 
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since future agricultural development in LDCs will depend on the access to genetic resources and 
associated conditionalities. 
* Intellectual property rights in relation to agriculture. Patent legislation falls under the 
general mandate of the WTO, while breeders’ rights fall under the UFO convention, and both 
subjects are analyzed by the CPGR and FAO. National patent legislations were developed for new 
products and processes that, at the time, did not include living organisms or naturally occurring 
genes. The full implications of extending patent laws to the latter are not fully understood. Because 
of their potential implications for agricultural development in LDCs, these laws have become an 
important researchable area. IPGRI, IFPRI, and other Centres are in a position to contribute to the 
understanding of the potential implications of alternative patent structures through research, but this 
will require a special joint initiative with other organizations such as FAO and the WTO. 
* Excessive use of pesticides and their environmental and health implications. So far 
pesticide issues fall under the national policy domain. Developing countries, such as Indonesia and 
others, have implemented policies that minimize environmental damage, often with FAO support. 
Because of important cost, environmental, and health implications, many national and international 
centres are already conducting integrated pest management research, and hence they are in a 
position to contribute to the understanding of technology and P&M interactions. As international 
trade of pesticides and products with pesticide residues become important issues, it might be an 
opportune time to assess the magnitude of the problem in LDCs and the potential comparative 
advantage of the CGIAR in P&M research as it relates to pesticides use. 
CGIAR eventual involvement in P&M research in any of these areas should be the result of 
a careful assessment of the System’s relative priorities, capacity to delivery vis-a-vis other relevant 
players, and CGIAR policy considerations. Despite Centres’ capacity to contribute, their actual or 
potential comparative advantages in P&M research are not as obvious as in the other four areas 
(sections 4.3.1 to 4.3.4). Assessment and eventual research initiatives could benefit from the joint 
planning and undertaking with other actors. 
4.4. CGIAR Priority Setting Processes 
Tighter priority setting processes are needed to help narrow the portfolio of potential 
research projects in the above mentioned areas of CGIAR comparative advantages into a portfolio 
that is most strategic from an international-LDC perspective, 
4.4.1. The Process 
The System has mechanisms in place for priority setting and for CGIAR resource 
allocation. The process is based on the TAC developing, every five years or so, a document on 
CGIAR Priorities and Strategies that, after discussion at regional and other open fora, is submitted 
to the CGIAR for comments and endorsement. The document provides a broad frame for analysis 
of submissions by the Centres. Individual centres submit ten-year draft strategic plans and five- 
year operational plans (MTPs) for discussion with TAC and later with the CGIAR, which receive 
TAC commentaries and advice. Centres also make annual budget submissions to TAC, whose 
commentaries provide a basis for the CGIAR Standing Committee on Finance to make 
recommendations to the System on indicative annual budget allocations. These plans with different 
horizon lengths provide the basis for individual donor allocations of funds to the various centres. 
These mechanisms are currently under review by the System. The desirable attributes of the 
CGIAR priority setting process in relation to P&M research are discussed next. 
First, it is important that the proposals be strategy-based and bottom-up, that is, submitted 
by the institutes (individually or jointly, depending on the subject matter and expertise required) to 
assure institutional and scientist commitment and internal coherence within the institutes’ strategic 
plans. While this presumably happens on an institute-by-institute basis, it does not seem to occur in 
the case of all inter-centre projects on P&M research. The number of projects that other centres 
claim are or will be developed in collaboration with IFPRI far exceeds the number acknowledged 
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by IFPIU. Many of them appear to be mere activities in areas of potential mutual interest rather than 
research projects. Demands for collaboration seem to far exceed IPPRI’s current capacity to do SO. 
The outcome of the current planning process certainly leaves gaps in relation to some of the other 
centres’ strategic plans, particularly where collaboration is not fully acknowledged by IPPRI or 
mechanisms for joint planning are not evident. This presumably leads to gaps and/or inefficiencies 
at the System level. 
. 
Second, equally important, is that the processes be forward-looking in terms of the relative 
future magnitude of the problems being addressed and the strategic nature of the knowledge and 
methods to be generated to assure international or regional relevance and impact. IFPRI’s global 
food projections and associated information provide an initial framework to assess relative 
priorities for P&M research in relation to global themes, regions, ecoregions, or clusters of 
countries. What is needed is to fine-tune these projections and to sustain a dialogue at appropriate 
sub-regional levels on the implications of the various projection scenarios for P&M research and to 
adjust priorities and strategies as appropriate. 
Third, not less important, is that the priority setting processes at the Centre’s level be 
participatory to optimize informed consensus on the relevance of the particular research projects to 
be undertaken and to maximize ownership and commitment by research partners at national levels. 
Last but not least, it is critical that the process continue being convened by TAC (as a 
technical, independent, and apolitical body) and that, when required, the TAC be supported by 
independent experts on P&M research in order to provide the CGIAR with the best advice possible 
for the allocation of scarce funds in this area. 
The Panel recommends that TAC consider priority setting in P&M research a dynamic and 
interactive process that needs to be bottom-up (based on Centre’s proposals), forward-looking, and 
participatory, involving NARSs, NAPAs, and other centres as appropriate. The heterogeneity and 
dynamics of future policy contexts in LDCs call for flexibility in the implementation of the priority 
setting approach, which should be seen as a continuing and interactive process rather than as a one 
time exercise. 
4.4.2. Programmes Versus Projects 
Given the excessive and diverse demands for P&M research on the CGIAR in general and 
on IFPRI in particular, along with the dynamic nature of the economic and policy contexts in 
developing countries, the question arises as to whether research programmes or research projects 
are more appropriate units of analysis for priority setting and resource allocation. Both have 
advantages and limitations. 
Because of greater specificity, projects have some advantages: (a) being of finite duration, 
they are compatible with periodic resource allocations and changing demands for P&M research, 
and imply more discrete time and resource commitments; (b) by design, projects may allow 
external human resources to be tapped that might not be available on a long-term basis, including 
thesis-research and post-doctoral fellows, while programmes tend to create expectations of tenure 
and an internal demand for a disciplinary self-sufficiency and critical mass; (c) projects lend 
themselves better to inter-institutional arrangements and to the delegation of discrete governance 
functions to consortia; (d) projects bring about more informed judgments on the relative merits of 
the individual projects in accordance with the expected research outputs and their clients, their 
strategic relevance and potential impact, methodological contributions, interdisciplinary 
requirements, and the competence to be built at the national level; and (e) projects facilitate 
monitoring and assessment of output achievement, and thus they help improve mutual 
accountability among research partners and accountability to the respective donors and clients. 
These advantages can be capitalized through careful ex-ante project assessment complemented with 
ex-post assessment of outputs and impact. 
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Programme funding has other advantages: (a) simplicity for resource allocation and review 
processes; (b) delegation of responsibilities to various management levels which have more 
complete information; (c) pooling of funds under programmes that provide more flexibility, which 
is essential for exploratory and complementary research, and it allows for reallocation of funds and 
improved efficiency in the use of these funds; (d) staff retainment and continuity, development of 
core competencies, accumulation of experience, and specialization of personnel; (e) long-term 
undertaking of research endeavors such as those requiring long-term household panels, monitoring 
secondary effects of policies or the assessment of sustainability implications of P&M strategies; 
and (f) minimization of inter-institutional transactions costs and ease of management. Programmes, 
however, imply the need for periodic and in-depth external programme reviews. The EPMRs 
commissioned by TAC normally focus on the institutional strategy and the overall effectiveness of 
the respective institution. They often cannot afford in-depth review of programmes that cover the 
quality of their science. While individual institutes might have effective internally-managed external 
review processes in place for this purpose, when programmes involve projects with several 
institutions such reviews might become cumbersome to implement. In this latter case, careful ex- 
ante project assessment, complemented with ex-post assessment of outputs and impacts, might be 
more effective. 
Several centres have set in place a matrix of programmes by projects. The challenge is how 
to reach a mix that maximizes the advantages of both approaches. What concerns the Panel in the 
case of P&M research is that, driven mostly by System’s funding shortfalls, short-term project 
funding appears to dominate (reaching 50% in the case of IFPRI and in some areas, such as its 
Environment and Production Technology Division, more than 80%). Project funding may well end 
up driving the P&M research agenda for the System. The magnitude of the challenge and the 
efficiency of the research processes call for a better balance of programme funding, independently 
of whether the respective institutes decide to adopt internally a comprehensive project approach to 
research for management/efficiency reasons, i.e., to internalize advantages of the project approach. 
In sum, project funding seems to be more appropriate for inter-centre initiatives. It 
facilitates discrete delegation of selected governance functions to consortia’s steering committees, 
and it delegates responsibilities to project managers who could hold dual appointments. Programme 
funding is much preferable for P&M research that is executed by a single institution, again 
independently of whether the respective institute decides to adopt internally a project approach to 
research management. 
The Panel recommends that the forthcoming review of IFPRI assess the proportions of 
project funding in the various programmes of the Institute and their implications for programme 
effectiveness. 
4.4.3. Criteria for Priority Setting 
The CGIAR has over the years developed several criteria for inclusion of activities in its 
portfolio. As discussed in chapter 3, the activity should be research or research-related, 
international, relevant or essential, and have institutional comparative advantages. But it is not as 
evident how these and other criteria have been applied for priority setting in P&M research. 
Moreover, changes in the policy contexts in LDCs and the parallel expansion of the System have 
changed the demand for international P&M research and brought entire new sectors and sets of 
actors into play. Since demand far exceeds the supply capacity, there is a felt need for more 
stringent criteria for inclusion and priority setting. Vision, intuition, and experience can go a long 
way, but they do not suffice when demands far exceed available resources. Further documentation 
along the lines of selecting criteria for priority setting may facilitate the process and streamline 
proposals along the way. The desirable attributes of the priority setting processes were analyzed in 
section 4.4.1. The six main criteria recommended by the Panel for priority setting are presented in 
this section. Tentative indicators for each criterion are presented in Table 4.1. 
A. International Relevance 
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Not only must the P&M research undertaken be international in character (international 
public-good in nature, i.e., transferable research outputs and lessons), but it must be among the 
most relevant research in terms of potential impact and beneficiaries. It follows that location- 
specific policy analysis of little transferability should be excluded. Ex-ante explicitation of potential 
payoffs in terms of number of countries and beneficiaries can facilitate priority setting. Cross- 
country analysis of P&M strategies based on existing information should be regarded as necessary 
background research for hypotheses formulation leading to P&M research that involved the 
distillation of new information through hypotheses testing. The focus should be on the latter, with 
resources allocated according to their international relevance in terms of potential impact. Despite 
the fact that impact of P&M research is more difficult to assess and anticipate than some other types 
of research, it is feasible to identify potential policy adoption domains and the number of countries 
and people that might benefit from the new information generated by the proposed research. 
B. Relevance to Achieving Current CGIAR Goals 
The stated CGIAR goals of contributing to increased efficiency of agricultural production, 
poverty alleviation, and improving the environment imply that research should focus on new P&M 
strategies that help increase overall factor productivity. It should also focus on robust and fragile 
lands with productive potential and particularly on large areas of extreme poverty or any area where 
sustainability of production is at risk. 
C. Relevance to the Long-Term Efficiency of the CGIAR Strategy 
Acknowledging that the CGIAR is a small actor in the global agricultural R&D system, 
even though it uses a non-trivial proportion of scarce international public funds, it is particularly 
important that the strategy adopted by the System be both effective and cost-efficient. Achieving 
effectiveness and cost-efficiency in the implementation of the CGIAR strategy requires maximizing 
cohesiveness and synergy among the research efforts by the various Centres without 
compromising creativity. Moreover, these efforts need to be complementary and avoid unnecessary 
duplication. P&M research that helps internalize the positive externalities within and outside the 
System should be given priority over those that do not. Joint-project submissions by centres 
deserve special analysis and consideration (see sections 4.3.2,4.3.3, and 4.4.2). 
D. Strategic Nature of Research Outputs for National Programmes 
If an important objective of the System is to help NARSs, including NAPAs, enhance their 
own efficiency through the provision of strategic information, technology components, and 
improved methods, it follows that P&M research that generates outputs of strategic value to 
national policy analysts, particularly in least developed countries, should be given priority. 
Stakeholder analysis and participatory assessment of expected research outputs is called for (i.e., 
* assessment with clients and partners of the derived demand for policy research, including needs for 
new methods). Contributions to institution and competence building in NARSs, particularly 
NAPAs, should be seen as another important product of policy and management research, not as a 
by-product. 
E. Comparative Advantages 
Priorities should also be guided by the comparative advantages of the institution(s) 
submitting the proposals. This implies that the institution(s) must be the most qualified one(s) to 
undertake the proposed research, both in terms of quality and cost. The latter is usually reflected in 
lower unit cost of research outputs arising from positive interrelationships with other activities in 
the participating institutions. Comparative advantages are also derived from the institutional 
capacity to sustain data collection and information exchange internationally, engage in action 
research, organize task forces for prompt delivery, assemble interdisciplinary teams, and engage 
local institutions and use collaborative research for competence building in LDCs. The 
identification of other institutes that could undertake the proposed research should help streamline 
proposals and facilitate priority setting. 
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F. Processes in Place to Assure Research Quality and Impact Assessment 
A final important criterion is evidence that processes are in place at the respective institutes 
or consortia for ex-ante and ex-post impact assessment and for monitoring appropriateness of 
methodology and quality of research outputs. 
In the view of the Panel the six criteria listed above are particularly relevant for assisting 
Centres, TAC, and the CGIAR in defining broad priorities and for sorting out potential research 
projects in P&M research. Adoption of the criteria may place an additional burden on the Centres, 
but hopefully the result will be a portfolio of better screened and tighter proposals. These criteria 
will inevitably be refined and improved in the practice of using them. In that sense, the continuing 
practice of a more rigorous review of priorities will be at least as important as the criteria proposed 
themselves. The Panel recommends that TAC give due consideration to the adoption of the six 
specific criteria listed above for priority setting in P&M research. The Panel suggests that the 
possible indicators listed in Table 4.1 be discussed with the Centres in an effort to develop a set of 
indicators that becomes useful in applying the proposed criteria. 
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Table 4.1 Criteria for priority setting in P&M research: Possible indicators 
A. International relevance: 
B 
A.1 Global ? , Explain why: 
A.2 Direct beneficiaries in countries studied: 
# of countries: Per caput income range: 
# of hectares: 
# of producers: % of income affected: 
# of consumers: % of food expenditure: 
A.3 Spillovers to other countries; 
# of countries: Per caput income range: 
# of hectares: 
# of producers: % of income: 
# of consumers: % of food expenditure: 
Relevance to CGIAR goals: (very high, high, medium, low) 
B. 1 increasing efficiency:- 




B.3 Improving the environment: 
Avoiding degredation: 
Improving resource productivity: 
Relevance for increasing effkiencg of CGIAR strategy: (critical, high, medium, low) 
C. 1 For CGIAR priorities and strategies: 
C.2 For Centers’ priorities and strategies: Names of Centers: 
C.3 Centers’ participat+g with more than 10% SPY: 
Strategic nature of P&M research outputs for national programs: 
D.l Institutions in LDCs that have indicated high priority for the research outputs (including methods): 
D.2 Reasons provided by NARSs & NAPAs for high priority 
D.3 Research competence strength in NARSs & NAPAs: 
# of policy analysts involved as partners: 
# of analysts participating in workshops: 
Sustainability of NAPAs after project: -- (very high, high, medium, low) 
E, Comparative advantages: 
E.l Other institutes that could undertake the research (leading alternative suppliers): 
E.2 Previous/on-going complementary projects: 
E.3 Number of publications of project leader on the subject in referred journals: 
E.4 Partner institutions: 
ES Cost per SPY: 
F. Mechanisms in place to assess research quality and impact: (peer reviews) 




F.2 Monitoring intermediate outputs: 
F.3 Impact assessment: 
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Chapter 5. Supply and Research Quality 
Chapter 2 of this report provides a general framework for assessing policy research. Figure 
2.1 depicts the relationship between policy science, applied policy-making, and applied policy 
analysis. Chapter 3 discusses the multiple actors in the policy domain. Chapter 4 discusses changes 
in the demand for policy research. In this chapter, the supply of policy research is discussed and 
the quality dimension of this is analyzed. 
Quality has many dimensions. One is the project selection dimension (discussed in section 
5.1 below) where demand responsiveness is expressed. A second is project design (discussed in 
section 5.2). A third is project execution (discussed in section 5.3). A fourth is project 
communication (discussed in section 5.4). In each of these dimensions there are three quality 
criteria that should be met: (a) creativity, (b) competence in methods, and (c) interpretive insight. 
Creativity is a quality that is difficult to define because the essence of creativity is 
“inventiveness.” The “inventive step” in patent law is defined as the creation of something that is 
“unobvious” to those trained in the art. Creative policy research also has an inventive step. 
Competence in the use of analytic and empirical methods is more readily taught in graduate schools 
and acquired through experience and investment on the part of researchers in keeping up with the 
“frontier.” Interpretive insight is closely related to creativity but has a more analytic and 
communicative dimension. 
In section 5.5, we discuss some of the quality control or quality assessment procedures by 
which projects, programmes, and personnel may be rated and by which research policy managers 
and administrators can press for quality improvement in policy research. Finally, in section 5.6, 
we comment on personnel hiring and support policy as a means of quality control. 
5.1. Institutional Design in Policy Research 
Public policy and public management research is subject to several sources of tension and 
potential conflict in CG Centres. These include: 
a) Strategic versus applied research 
b) Generic versus country-specific research 
c) Single-country versus multi-country research programmes 
d) Research versus advisory service and training 
The conflict or trade-off in pursuing strategic (policy science, see below) versus applied 
research is related to the generic versus country-specific policy making and policy impact studies 
trade-off. Figure 2.1 provides a framework for discussing this issue. In this figure, a distinction is 
made between policy science, policy making research, and policy impact research. Policy science 
provides the analytic and empirical foundation for applied policy making and policy impact 
research. Policy science includes methods, both analytic and empirical, generic studies, and generic 
parameter estimates. (The term “generic” applies to methods as well as to studies that serve as 
guides or examples for other studies. Generic parameter estimates are useful in applied policy work 
where alternative situation-specific parameter estimates are not available.) 
The CG Centres have a comparative advantage over all but the strongest NARSs in the 
production and dissemination of policy and management science. This comparative advantage (in 
fact this responsibility) stems from their relationship to the NARSs and their multiple client 
(NARSs) mandates. In terms of the CG system categories, they have a responsibility for strategic 
research, although it should be noted that the generic studies (parameters) components of policy 
science may be the product of good applied policy making or policy impact research. 
The CG Centres have in general accepted a training and institution-building role, 
particularly where NARSs are not well equipped for advanced research. This can be a source of 
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conflict with the policy science responsibilities of the Centres if it results in a sacrifice of 
methodological standards in the research. We understand and appreciate that the demand for policy 
research originates in country-specific situations and that timeliness is important. But, if CG policy 
research is directed toward meeting these demands at the expense of the policy science 
responsibilities, the CG Centres will have little more to offer than the consulting firm community. 
* We note this as a general principle. Our reading of the policy research of the CG Centres 
(particularly IPPRI) indicates that this research has generally been of a quality and character well 
above the consulting firm standard. We consider a substantial part of the work done in the Centres 
to meet the generic standard and thus to have contributed to policy science. We also consider the 
System’s record on diffusion of policy science through collaboration with NARSs to be good. 
We would note, however, that the CG Centres have not contributed as much to the methods 
component of policy science as might be desirable given their responsibilities to NARSs. While 
methodologists have been visitors and part-time staff, it is generally the case that CG staff are not 
methodologists (i.e., they may use methods, usually quite well, but do not produce methods). 
Applied university departments (agricultural economics departments) and strong policy research 
Centres in other fields (Brookings, IIE) have generally.invested more in methodological research 
and staffing than the CG system has. 
We want to stress that our broader view of policy research, i.e., to encompass the 
production and dissemination of policy science, does not imply that policy science is not being 
produced by organizations outside the CGIAR (IARCs, NARSs) system. We would not expect the 
CGIAR system to be the major policy science producer for agricultural policy research. Many 
universities and other research organizations have contributed and will continue to contribute to 
policy science. However, the context to which this policy science is applied has specificities that 
correspond to the less developed economies and that eventually warrant adjustment in the theories 
‘and methods made available by policy scientists in the industrialized countries. IPPRI should 
consequently be aware that some investment in policy science may also be warranted because of 
this. The guiding rules in pursuing methodological innovations in policy research at IPPRI and at 
other centers where policy research is pursued are that they should normally be (1) by-products of 
solid empirical research and (2) developed in collaboration with external expertise. 
The Panel consequently recommends that the forthcoming IPPRI review consider the issue 
of the desirable level of involvement of this Centre in policy science research and the approaches 
through which policy science research can be pursued. 
There is also a conflict, or potential conflict, in the multi-country studies with a number of 
collaborators. The danger in such studies is that methodological rigor is sacrificed to accommodate 
collaborators. Again, we note this as a general principle. We also note below that the management 
and control demands for successful multi-country projects are high and that some loss of quality 
may have resulted. 
5.2. Project Selection and Demand Responsiveness 
Policy research in the CG system should be responsive to changing demands and to 
research opportunities afforded by policy science while meeting the comparative advantage 
responsibilities to produce and diffuse policy science (to NARSs). Chapter 4 of this report 
discusses the nature of changing demands stemming from economic and political changes. We 
might note here that there are two sources of demand that are created by the CG system itself. The 
first is the demand for research policy advice from system Centres. The second is the demand 
expansion associated with the addition of the natural resource Centres. These demands are partly 
responsible for the increase in social science research in the Centres in recent years. 
The ability to respond to new demands is constrained by the inherent inflexibility of many 
social scientists regarding shifting to new fields of research. Social scientists specialize to achieve 
better mastery of methods and facts. Specialization is valuable, but it does produce some 
36 February 10, 1996 
inflexibility. This has implications for personnel policy in the system (discussed below). There 
have probably been a few cases of “mismatch” between skills and problems in the system, but in 
general we consider the responsiveness in the system to be reasonably good. New hires and 
visitors have been utilized to achieve responsiveness. 
There are special problems in responding to demands for research in a field of research that 
is itself poorly developed. The general demand for more work on environmental problems or on 
natural resource management presents a much more difficult challenge than in the case of food 
consumption and nutrition, for example. Data bases and methods often have to be developed. 
Choices must be made as to where to begin work. Again, we would note that the CG system does 
have responsiveness although there may be some sacrifices in quality in some cases. We should 
note that these project choices will have to be made in a system that is unlikely to be enjoying 
further expansion in the future. 
There are two issues that further concern us regarding project selection and the possible 
conflict with the research quality responsibilities. The first of these is the growing proportion of 
special project funding and the impingement that this can bring to research projects. Good research 
units can handle a certain amount of contract research through creative fungibility. But when the 
proportion gets too high they become constrained in the same way that contract-based consulting 
firms are. It would not be a satisfactory situation if IFPRI were to become so constrained. 
The second issue has to do with the growth of multi-Centre initiatives in the system. Many 
of these initiatives serve an important purpose. But they can be costly in terms of administrative 
and management costs. The CG system does not have sufficient policy research staff to respond to 
all demands placed on it at the present time. We are concerned that some initiatives may not only 
overburden CG resources, but end up creating networks and coordinating mechanisms with little to 
coordinate. This will require careful review after a few years of experience. 
A final note regarding a traditional field of policy research where CG Centres have a 
comparative advantage. This is the field of multi-market computable general equilibrium models. 
We are aware of the high demands such models place on researchers an the need-for revision and 
redesign. The CG system, however, should not be content with the view that F.A.O., the 
U.S.D.A., Iowa State, and others cover this field. The importance of having an in-house capacity 
for such modeling is highlighted in the recent IFPRI 2020 project. 
5.3. Project Design and Execution 
In this section, we address two further issues. The first is the design and management of 
primary data collecting (including generic data collection). The second is the inherent problems 
with multicountry multi-PI projects. 
We begin by noting that project design and execution are critical to the success of virtually 
all primary data based projects. The ICRISAT village studies illustrate the importance of both 
design and execution. They also illustrate the merit of generic design strategies. The older tradition 
in primary data collection held that it should be limited-purpose and designed to test well specified 
hypotheses. That tradition has guided many of the farm management type studies by system 
Centres. It is also part of that tradition, that field management and supervision was critical to the 
collection of data. 
It is generally concluded that primary data from sub-Saharan African households is 
especially demanding of a proper statistical design and of field staff supervision and management. 
Many data sets (including some from CG Centres) from the region yield little insight because of 
inadequate quality control and constant checking and probing. The ICRISAT data sets were 
collected with a high level of field supervision and control. They were designed from the start to be 
generic data bases. And they have been so. The CG system should be producing more of these. 
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The matter of multi-country multi-PI research projects (with or without a primary data- 
component) raises additional problems of design and execution. This is because the skill levels of 
the collaborators vary and there is a tendency to lower standards to accommodate the project. For 
some projects, the multi-country value may more than offset any standard reduction effects. We are 
concerned that the expansion of initiatives may lead to overdoing some of these demanding 
projects. 
On project execution, we would add a further point. Many of the policy studies use 
econometric techniques and tests and other advanced analytical methods. It is important that a 
system of review and advice be in place to support the appropriate use of frontier econometric 
methods and analytical techniques. 
5.4. Project Communication and Influence 
Policy research has an impact through several layers. Means of communication must exist 
for each layer. These layers can be roughly depicted as: 
1. Policy science 
2. Policy analysis 
3. Policy advice 
4. Policy formulation 
5. Policy actions 
Communication from Formulation (4) to Actions (5) is usually on administrative matters 
and typically does not require sophisticated economic modeling. Communication from Advice (3) 
to Formulation (4) may take the form of lobbying and formal and informal meetings (e.g., 
Congressional hearings). The advisor must translate technical economic language into non- 
technical language. Communication between Analysts (2) and Advisors (3) is more challenging 
(except when the analyst is also the advisor, as is often the case). This really requires formal means 
of communication. This form of communication may be technical (IFPRI Research Reports) or 
non-technical (IFPRI Policy Briefs). For some NARSs (where analysts advise on local policy 
matters), formal communication may not be vital, but for most NARSs and certainly for IARCs 
research must be published. This not only forces clearer communication but also enables a broader 
audience. For communication between Science and Analysis, formal technical communication in 
published journals and bodies is essential. 
The culture of some of the IARCs (and other research Centres) has been to stress 
differences between their “real world” work and “academic” work. We accept this distinction as 
regards project selection (where academic institutions often are not very demand responsive) but 
we think it is carried too far as regards project completion and publication. Many weak NARSs 
justify the lack of serious efforts to publish and disseminate research results on the grounds that 
this is appropriate for academic institutions, but not necessarily for them. 
It is generally the case that the weaker NARSs have not developed good systems of 
scientific communication. Financial incentives are often not provided for such activities. Meetings 
and memos replace the formal communications of science (and no one likes the pain of the critical 
review). 
The IARCs in dealing with NARSs have to address this broad-scale problem. Research 
worth doing is research worth reporting, even when research has initially been in response to 
particular clients’ demands. And, for the IARCs, this means reaching the broadest possible 
audience. 
5.5. Quality Assessment 
There are three (perhaps more) approaches to monitoring the quality of policy research. 
They are: 1) impact evidence, 2) user evidence, and 3) peer review (and administrative review). 
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1) For policy research, impact evidence is practically non-existent in a formal sense. It is 
difficult to associate policy improvements with policy research for several reasons. First, it may be 
difficult to identify actual improvements in a multi-effect setting. Second, many actors and interest 
groups impact on policy. Sorting out the effect of economic policy research from other influences 
is very difficult. It is our judgment, however, that the past decade (perhaps two decades) has been 
witness to significant policy improvements regarding agriculture in developing countries. These 
have taken place in trade and market interventions, in infrastructure policy, technology policy, and 
nutrition and health policy (and, even we would venture, in environmental policy). We cannot 
quantify the proportion of this impact associated with the CG Centres. The World Bank and other 
research units, partly because they have .helped define a common set of policy recommendations, 
have contributed. Nor can one be confident that this policy research will be sufficient to prevent a 
reversal in these policy improvements. But there is good reason to think that policy research in the 
IARCs and NARSs has had an impact. 
In the survey organized for this study, Centres were asked whether they have made any 
attempt at assessing the impact of their policy/management research. Of 13 respondents, nine 
answered negatively. Four answered positively, but indicated that they either had not yet obtained 
results or only had generated very limited information. The issue of impact assessment thus 
remains a fundamental and yet largely unresolved question. 
The importance of documenting impact of contemporary and ongoing P&M work in the CG 
System has been increasingly recognized, notwithstanding the intrinsic difficulties in doing so in 
the face of impossible attribution problems in necessarily multi-player games. Work at IFPRI was 
launched in 1995 (with support from The Netherlands) to assess in a systematic and quantitative 
manner the impact of its work. The activity is coordinated by a Committee on Impact Assessment, 
and involves measurement of both direct and indirect impact on economic efficiency and fiscal 
costs, as well as subsidiary activities on the even more difficult to measure consequences for food 
security, nutrition, and poverty. This work has not been completed in any sense at the time of this 
Review, but it will be instructive to examine its progress in the context of the next IFPRI EPR, as 
the experience will have wide interest and relevance elsewhere in the CG System, and beyond. 
The Panel recommends that Committee on Impact Assessment follow closely the IFPRI 
exercise in ex-post impact assessment, with the aim of learning from this experience how impact 
was achieved, how information was circulated, and how it was used in a timely fashion. Impact 
should preferably be assessed by experts from outside the respective Centres. Impact assessment 
should in particular be conducted before external reviews and should be accompanied by 
mechanisms for assuring internal feedback mechanisms and internalization of the information in a 
centre-wide learning process. 
s 2) The user evidence for policy research is also very limited. Few, if any, user surveys 
have been made. One branch of user evidence, citations to IFPRI and other research in economic 
and policy publications, has not been systematically catalogued. This evidence is limited by the lack 
of good policy journals. The Social Science Citations Index offers this information for 
publications in scientific journals. Some Centre reviews (e.g., IMMI) have used user surveys but 
in a somewhat different context. Citations of CG papers should be more systematically analyzed. 
3) Much of the quality control in policy research in the System must be achieved through 
review process of papers and reports. If a study is to produce a generic result, it riot only must 
meet certain review standards but it almost always achieves improvement as a result. IFPRI is 
using reviews extensively and continued stress on quality, whether in a technical policy science 
publication or a more applied policy analysis, is strongly encouraged. 
Striving for higher quality in research achievements needs to be a permanent concern of all 
researchers. In general CG policy research has been of higher quality than management research. 
However, overall, there seems to be an under-investment in mechanisms to assess quality of 
research and of outputs. Some of the research is peer reviewed through refereeing in scientific 
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publications, but this applies to only a fraction of the research effort. External reviews are not peer 
reviews. Internally managed reviews should be used to seek guidelines for research quality 
improvement. 
The Panel recommends that each Centre put into place effective mechanisms for peer review 
ofboth their research programmes and projects (e.g., relevance, methodologies used, importance 
of the policy conclusions) and their research outputs (e.g., publications, public data bases, client 
satisfaction). 
These recommendations for research quality assessment are not specific to social science 
research and apply to all CGIAR research equally forcefully. 
5.6. Personnel and Recruitment Policy 
Professional staff in all centres, and in particular IFPRI, ISNAR, CIFOR, and IIMI, 
should be well tooled in frontier developments in social science theory, management science 
theory, and research methods. This is fundamental for high quality strategic research, publication 
in refereed scientific journals, demonstration to policy analysts how to conduct policy and 
management research, and the teaching of policy and management research. This is also 
fundamental for IFPRI and ISNAR if they are to play a backstopping role for other centres in 
theory and methods. It implies that a sufficient contingent of in house scientific personnel must be 
at the theoretical and methodological frontiers of their fields. Centres engaged in P&M research 
should consequently compete on the job market for the very best applied theoreticians, be more 
aggressive in searching for candidates, and devote the necessary resources in recruitment. This 
also implies that Centres should seek collaborations upstream toward theory and methods, as seen 
fit, with universities and think tanks. Effectiveness of this collaboration, however, requires that 
Centres internalize in house enough frontier level scientific talents. Being explicitly watchful of 
maintaining this rigor is particularly important in a situation where dependency on soft funding is 
increasing, with the resulting pressures for immediacy in the delivery of results and risks of falling 
in the consulting trap in pursuit of funding. In particular, Centres must be careful to avoid 
permanent staffing on the basis of projects instead of long term programme commitments. As 
some scientific personnel moves upstream, a healthy balance needs to be maintained between 
practitioners and theoreticians, based on dialogue and complementarities. 
Leading policy research Centres, particularly in universities, rely very heavily on 
recruitment and promotion policies to achieve quality. The weaker NARSs tend to use these 
mechanisms poorly, often because they are publicly funded and must follow civil service salary 
and promotion standards. They often do not provide attractive incentives (financial and non- 
financial) to recruit the best scientists (and they often recruit at a very early stage in the scientist’s 
career, with the associated risks). They typically do not have high promotion hurdles. An 
important work of ISNAR has been to work on the design of management and compensation 
schemes that attempt to overcome these difficulties. 
The IARCs do not have the luxury of imposing extremely high promotion hurdles to 
achieve quality because they have regional and local concerns. It is our assessment, however, that 
both the recruitment and promotion policies of the IARCs could be improved. 
On recruitment, the IARCs tend to rely on a passive policy of position announcement to 
create an applicant pool. For some positions the passive applicant pools are relatively weak. There 
is room for more aggressive recruiting in the System, along the lines of the recruiting of 
economists by academic departments. For example, new Ph.D.s enter the job market at the AEA 
and AAEA meetings. The IARCs could be more aggressive in contacting them. In addition, 
intelligence on who might be available for short-term visiting assignments might be improved. 
On promotions, we would also call for higher exigencies in the System. Promotion 
decisions tend to be somewhat ad hoc and might benefit from being more regularized. There are 
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important benefits to a system that is even-handed, asks for high standards, and encourages young 
professionals. 
Finally, the IARCs have generally used visiting scientists positions to achieve some new 
intellectual exchange. We encourage more of this, particularly in the policy science area. 
* The Panel recommends that Centres be particularly vigilant, and review their performance, 
in securing first rate scientific personnel at the theoretical and methodological frontiers of their 
fields, that collaborations with cutting edge scientists outside the system be increased, and that 
close cooperation be maintained internally between theorists, empiricists, and practitioners. 
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Chapter 6. Policy and Management Research: Quantity and Gaps 
6.1. Increasing Share of CGIAR Resources Allocated to Social Science Research 
An increasing share of CG resources is being devoted to social science research. As shown 
in Table 2.1, according to the survey conducted for this study, the social sciences absorb 14.8% of 
the total Centres’ budgets and 18.7% of the Centres’ scientists. In the CG budget projections for 
1996, the “policy” research category alone would exhaust 16% of the System’s budget. This 
raises the important and difficult question of whether the share of System’s resources devoted to 
this area of research is excessive or not. 
In attempting to answer this question, a first observation is that a rising share of resources 
allocated to social science research reveals the fact that there has been a rising demand for this 
information and that allocating resources to this subject has been deemed competitive by scientists, 
Centre DGs, Centre boards, donors, and TAC itself. There is a priori no reason to doubt the 
wisdom of these many layers of decision making in allocating resources efficiently. In chapter 3 of 
this study, the complexity and fluidity of the emerging problems that the CG needs to address were 
used to justify the importance of social science research in confronting these issues in synergy with 
technological advances. Clearly, successful advances on the technological front without 
simultaneous advances on the socioeconomic, policy, and management fronts are impossible in 
such complex domains as poverty reduction and protection of the resource base. In a 1992 meeting 
of CG social scientists, Steve Vosti observed that “the tradition of agricultural research is to 
mobilize policy research when a policy issue inhibits dissemination of a new technology. In the 
ecoregional approach, however, policies may often be the initial point of intervention... The 
principal research product may be a modified policy rather than a technology” (Vosti, 1992). 
The observed, carefully reasoned, increase in the share of resources allocated to social 
science research reveals that the CG system has strong comparative advantages in this field of 
science, even if it was initially introduced as an expost appendix to technological research. This 
System advantage derives from ability to carry simultaneously social science and biophysical 
research in an integrated multidisciplinary approach, in particular in the context of multi-centre and 
collaborative projects. The increasing complexity and ambitiousness of the problems addressed 
has transformed the essentiality of social science research from an instrument to enhance the 
diffusion of innovations to an integral component of the solutions sought. 
The second observation is that the percentage of the CG budget allocated to social science 
research may not be superior to that which is assigned by the United States Land Grant Colleges 
and the USDA. At the University of California at Berkeley, the share of social science FIEs (Full 
Time Equivalent) in the College of Natural Resources is 19%, the same as in the CGIAR. These 
social scientists are not only in Agricultural and Resource Economics, but also in Conservation and 
Resource Studies, Forestry, and Nutrition. 
Using the Current Research Information System (CRIS) of the USDA does not allow an 
easy separation by disciplines. An underestimation is to consider as social science the following 
two research programmes: 
- People, communities, and institutions, including rural development 
- Competition, trade, adjustment, price, and income policy, 
and to exclude from the social sciences the following research programmes: 
- Natural resources 
- Forest resources 
- Crops (field and horticultural) 
- Animals 
- Food science and human nutrition. 
Doing, this, the budget allocated to “social science” by the USDA and the State Experiment 
Stations is 10% (USDA, 1993). This is an underestimation since the other research programmes 
clearly contain a social science component. We should also recall that it would be normal for the 
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USDA to have a lower share of its budget in social science than the CG since the CG can “save” on 
fundamental science research by being a “user of science, not a doer of science”. In addition, the 
type of problems addressed by the CG occur in a much more complex context of market failures, 
institutional gaps, weak and unreliable governance, and extensive poverty, all of which require a 
stronger social science component than if all markets worked and users of technology were living 
at a comfortable distance above the poverty line. 
A scientific determination of optimum resource allocation to social science research would 
require comparing the internal rate of return from investment in this type of research to competing 
options. This is, however, rigorously impossible. Rates of return to research can be calculated by 
commodity, but not disaggregated by science components, particularly for the social science input. 
Hence, it is illusory to expect that a rigorous “scientific” answer can be provided. However, three 
observations follow: 
1. The budget share allocated to social science research has evolved over many years through a 
series of demanding criteria and filters, and there is little reason to doubt the wisdom of the many 
decentralized decisions that have led to this aggregate figure. Until proven wrong, there is 
consequently no reason to change course of action. To the contrary, the rising figure allocated to 
the social sciences should be taken as an indicator of the revealed increasing worth of investments 
in the social sciences, given the changing mandate of the CGIAR. 
2. An important partial assessment of returns from social science research is to attempt to quantify 
and qualify impact. Monitoring progress in the current effort at impact assessment and using the 
results to form oneself an opinion about the value of social science research, however imperfect the 
information may be, is consequently important to give at least a subjective answer to the question. 
For as long as impact analysis shows existence of positive synergies between social science and 
biophysical research, expansion of social science research should be encouraged. 
3. Cost reduction, without diminishing the value of the effort, should be pursued. This suggests 
in particular seeking greater collaborations with non-CG centres of excellence in social science 
research applied to problems of food, rural poverty, and the environment. In general, it seems that 
these collaborative initiatives with non-CG actors could be significantly expanded. 
The Panel consequently recommends that the current share of CGIAR resources invested in 
socioeconomic, policy, and management research be maintained, that a thorough analysis of 
returns from investment in social science research be conducted through impact assessment, that 
avenues to reduce costs through increased collaborations with external partners be further explored, 
and that ever more stringent criteria for the selection of research budgets among competing 
alternatives be applied. 
6.2. Some Research Gaps 
6.2.1. Research on Research Policy and Research Management 
There has been a clear increase in the role of the private sector in agricultural R&D, both 
profit and non-profit. This is due to two forces. On the demand side, it has resulted from 
democratization and decentralization of governance, increasing organization of civil society, and 
structural adjustment policies which have reduced the role and the budgetary capacity of the public 
sector. This has led to the privatization of many agricultural services including variety 
development, seeds, animal health services, marketing boards, water delivery, and technology 
transfer. On the supply side, advances in biotechnology, stronger intellectual property protection, 
improved information systems that facilitate access to scientific and market information, and more 
open market policies have expanded the range of technologies whose benefits can be appropriated 
by the private sector. For technologies which remain public goods, the supply side has also 
frequently been privatized under funding by foundations or national and international grants. 
Transfer of services to the private sector has been unevenly successful and the distribution of 
benefits from the change has been unequally distributed across the farm population, with some 
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sectors benefiting while others have been left unattended. The CG focus on research management 
consequently needs to be broadened to understand the whole spectrum of public, non-profit, and 
private actors involved. Steps have been taken in this direction, with ISNAR working with NGOs, 
and looking at the complementary roles of the private and public sector, particularly in Latin 
America. 
The panel consequently recommends that the CG mandate on research policy and research 
management be broadened to capture not just the traditional public management dimensions of 
R&D, irrigation, and forestry but also the public-private interface, the co-production of public 
goods by public and private sectors, and the role and management problems of NGOs and other 
non-profit organizations of civil society. 
6.2.2. Research on institutions 
An area of economic theory where there have been major advances in the last fifteen years 
is the “new” institutional economics. These theoretical advances have allowed to bring behavior 
into traditional institutional economics and to thus understand the determinants of the choice of 
institutions for efficiency purposes. This body of theory postulates that technological and 
institutional changes are brought about to reduce transactions and transformation costs (North and 
Wallis, 1994). In particular, market failures due to transactions costs or to problems of imperfect 
information induce the quest for institutional alternatives that allow to achieve the objectives sougbt 
(production, consumption, or exchanges) more efficiently than through markets. This theory has 
been highly successful in the field of agrarian institutions, for instance to explain the choice of land 
tenure contracts (sharecropping versus fixed rent), optimum farm size (family versus commercial 
farms), labor relations (permanent versus seasonal labor; time versus piece rate wages), vertical 
integration, the crafting of informal financial institutions (group lending, savings and loan 
cooperatives), the organization of cooperative users associations (water users’ associations, service 
cooperatives, social forestry schemes), etc. It has also been important in the field of the 
environment, for instance for the definition of rules for the management of common property 
resources and the definition of incentive contracts for the conservation of resources. Finally, it has 
also been highly successful in the field of industrial organization and management to answer such 
questions as why firms are organized the way they are, how to design incentive compatible 
regulatory agencies, and how to design incentive systems in firms and organizations. 
In general, use of this approach has been seriously lagging in CG research. Notable 
exceptions include work on intra-household food distribution and inequality (e.g., Haddad and 
Kanbur, 1990), and work on mutual insurance schemes and consumption smoothing using the 
ICRISAT panel data (but largely done by non-CG scientists). We are aware of the fact that some 
of the research on institutional economics has been highly academic, with little of relevance for 
normative policy purposes and risks of engaging in marginal issues for the CGIAR. Yet, this is 
not the rule. Very profitable uses have been made of this approach, ranging from socioeconomic 
research on household behavior under imperfect markets, to the crafting of agrarian institutions in 
response to the vacuum left by state contraction, and to the design of research and management 
institutions for technology and water among others. In management research, institutional issues 
arise in the design of the optimum interface between private and public roles. For germplasm 
conservation, questions of incentive structures for in-situ conservation require the design of 
implementing and regulatory agencies. 
This Panel recommends that all Centres make a serious efforts to get better acquainted with 
the potential that the “new” institutional economics offers for their socioeconomic, management, 
and policy research. It suggests that scientists concerned in different centres collaborate in 
systematically exploring areas where worthwhile advances could be made using this approach. 
6.2.3. Political Economy of Policy and Management Decisions 
In describing the logic of Figure 2.1, we observed that most CG policy research had 
addressed the question of policy impact and policy advice, while little had been done on policy 
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making and policy-making advice. Yet, the full payoff from policy impact analysis requires that it 
be imbedded within policy making analysis. This is because the political feasibility of policy 
recommendations requires assessing policy making. For instance, recommendations of 
decentralized governance for participatory rural development may be vacuous, as shown by the 
experience with community development in India, without an understanding of the decision- 
making process at the local level. In policy research, as we discussed it in chapter 2 of this report, 
understanding the policy-making game is fundamental for both positive analysis and for policy- 
making advice. Equally, important is to assess the credibility of policy in the sense of time 
consistency. If policy making institutions are not credible, for instance a Central Bank which is not 
autonomous from government and need to assume deficits created by soft budgets constraints, 
neither is monetary policy credible. 
The need for political economy analysis also applies to management research. It is 
important in water management since much of the planned allocation of water is perverted by rent 
seeking. Patterns of rent seeking need to be understood to improve the efficiency of existing 
systems, to facilitate the transition to water markets, and to design effective water users’ 
associations. It is also important in research management since rent seeking pressures distort the 
socially opti,mal or CG-optimal allocation of resources. In addition, not all resources that enter a 
research system contribute to research, with extensive deviations of funds in response to rent 
seeking forces in some countries. 
In chapter 2, we also observed that it is not necessarily easy for the CG to go into this 
difficult and conflictual field of research. This suggests that cooperative ventures between CG and 
local research institutions may be the appropriate way of organizing this research. 
This Panel is informed of previous recommendations made by internal and external 
reviewers as well as of past attempts to develop this important area of research and of modest on- 
going initiatives. It recommends that every effort be made to continue to explore possibilities of 
making headways in research on the political economy of policy and management decisions. 
6.2.4. Research on Common Property Resources 
The theme of common property resources appears in the research agenda of many Centres. 
Indeed, this is an important issue for many resources with which the System is dealing: open 
access and community crop and range lands, irrigation systems, community forestry, and open 
access fisheries. The topic has become very fashionable in universities, in part because it is quite 
interesting from a theoretical standpoint. However, there is little good empirical work. Like for 
village and household studies, the CG could make a distinct contribution by organizing and 
sustaining data collection on the impact of common property on performance. Elinor Ostrom’s 
work has attracted attention because she was able to collaborate with strong theoreticians while 
keeping the theoretical exercises focused on relevant questions (Ostrom, Gardner, and Walker, 
1994). The CG could pursue this example, seeking collaborations with universities where there is 
good theory and helping make the link to empiricism and policy on the types of questions relevant 
for the CG. 
The current large emphasis given to research on common property resources in the System 
seems fully warranted and this Panel sugnests that this effort should be pursued, particularly in 
terms of solid empirical research. 
6.2.5. Generic Policy Analysis: a Loss of Opportunities? 
There is somewhat of a contradiction between the mandate given by the CG to its Centres, 
namely to give priority to strategic research, i.e., to research which is producing international 
public goods, and policy research since policy is fundamentally an issue for which the field of 
application is the nation state, with all its specificities and idiosyncracies. Cross-country policy 
studies in which IFPRI engages are appropriate to isolate the common dimensions of policy to a 
number of countries and to recommend a set of generic policy adjustments. In general, IFPRI’s 
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research has shied away from close intermingling with particular country governments, except at a 
fairly abstract level. If generic research ends up extracting generic policy conclusions and making 
generic policy recommendations, much of the potential value of research for policy advice may be 
lost. This is because, the bulk of policy advice is highly country specific as well as specific to a 
particular contextual instance (conjoncture), for example in terms of the particular coalition of 
forces that prevails at the moment when policy advice is made. 
There are several solutions to this dilemma. One is to consider that IFPRI’s role is more to 
demonstrate how to do policy research and to suggest an array of alternative policy options than to 
make country specific policy recommendations. If this is the case, IFPRI must be careful that the 
research teaching function is indeed fulfilled and that specific countries are able to extract the 
country level policy recommendations that derive from the analysis. Leaving this to the initiative of 
the reader of a generic study is too much to expect. The second solution is to engage in 
collaborative research, as IFPRI does, explicitly giving to country counterparts the responsibility of 
extracting country-specific policy conclusions. This requires more than simple co-participation of 
nationals to the research effort. It also means that IFPRI must assist in the national effort at 
extracting specific policy conclusions. This can be done in the context of preparing materials for 
national policy fora, as has indeed sometimes been done. We shall discuss this further in chapter 8 
where institutional strengthening is considered. 
A related issue is that many of the policy studies recommend partial policy adjustments 
without resetting them in the country’s global budgetary and political processes that establish the 
opportunity cost of these recommendations. For instance, most of the research on infrastructure 
simply recommends that more is better than less, but without establishing the opportunity cost of 
additional investment in infrastructure, and without asking from where funds would be coming. 
Again, correcting this would require developing a comprehensive view of the country’s options 
and the processes whereby these options are selected and implemented. It would consequently 
require getting more immersed in the country’s policy problems and the constraints under which 
policy options must be established. 
The implication is that more comprehensive country-level policy analyses may be needed. 
This would significantly recast the definition of research priorities, for instance focusing on 
countries engaging in significant policy reforms, say Mexico or Vietnam, and proceeding with 
methodologies for comprehensive assessment of the set of policy options open to them in a 
particular time frame. 
The Panel does not claim to have the answer to these difficult questions. It recommends 
that IFPRI and other Centres involved in policy and management research devote some thinking to 
the issue of generic versus country-specific policy studies before the next EPR and that this issue 
be addressed by the EPR itself. 
6.2.6. Microdata 
Many CG Centres and NARSs have conducted household-farm or farm surveys, for 
instance ICRISAT for household-farm and IRRI for farm surveys. These data sets vary in quality 
and in comparability. Low-quality data are essentially useless. Sometimes, low quality is due to 
limited design and scope. For example, the T&V Extension Systems all collect Monitoring and 
Evaluation data. To this Panel’s knowledge, none of these data bases has led to published work, 
even though millions of dollars have been spent in Africa. Sometimes, the low quality is due to 
poor management and control (you cannot manage these from Washington). We are not 
advocating that existing data be centralized. On the other hand, there clearly exists a need to better 
document existing data bases, both biological and socioeconomic, and to advertize opportunities 
for collaborative analysis, particularly for post-graduate students seeking data for their theses. 
. 
There is also a need for a more systematic process of regular surveying through the CG- 
NARSs system, including and especially through panel data. This is again an instance where the 
outposting of IFPRI senior staff for joint projects involving primary data would be mutually 
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beneficial. There is now enough experience to proceed to a case format in panel data collection- 
with local variations and special studies. Agricultural research and extension systems have a stake 
in measuring farmers. So far, this has not been possible, but it should be possible. In general, 
economists are running out of data and theory has made advances which have not, for this reason, 
been followed by empirical validation. 
Centres have made selective significant contributions to the generation of primary data sets 
that have had fundamental influence on CG research and on socioeconomic, management, and 
policy research in general. This Panel B that, whenever consistent with the research 
effort, the very important contributions of the Centres to primary household and farm-level data 
generation be sustained. 
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Chapter 7. Policy and Management Research Coordination Among Centres 
We have seen that policy and management research have assumed increasing importance in 
the CG System, absorbing a rising share of the total CG budget. This has come as a consequence 
of the CG system addressing increasingly complex questions for which policy and management 
solutions are undissociable from biophysical solutions. The result has been a wide range of 
initiatives in P&M research, not only by Centres explicitly devoted to this type of research, but 
also, in one form or another, by all Centres: Cooperative projects between Centres has also 
expanded rapidly, in part stimulated by availability of core financial support for inter-Centre 
initiatives. This has created a rapidly rising demand for IFPRI’s services in the System. 
Given the multidimensionality of the policy and management problems to be addressed and 
the complexity of the CG System, it is obvious that, if the CG is indeed to work as a System and if 
the delivery of results is to be efficient, there exists a crucial need for coordination both to address 
the division of labor among Centres in P&M research and the definition of collaborative ventures 
among Centres in these fields of research. Clearly, IFPRI is not in a position to deliver answers to 
the policy questions raised by all Centres. Once their research programmes will be at Par with 
those of IFPRI, neither will ISNAR and IIh4I be able to address all the management questions that 
relate to agricultural research and water, respectively. These Centres all have their own research 
agendas and it is consequently difficult for them to assume additional tasks on demand and 
inefficient to do so without proper coordination with their own research priorities. Yet, the 
demands for policy and management research that originate in the other Centres need to be 
addressed. While considerable inter-Centre cooperation is already happening, it has developed in a 
spontaneous fashion and efficiency gains may be achieved by some rationalization of the process. 
Efficiency gains would have a high payoff given the magnitude of excess demand for policy and 
management research in the System. In this chapter, we analyze the question of how coordination 
among CG Centres could best be achieved in these areas of research. 
7.1. Proposal for a System-wide programme in public policy research 
TAC has approved five System-wide programmes and 12 System-wide initiatives. They 
make core resources available for collaboration and coordination of research in those areas, 
including seed money for the preparation of joint research proposals. Logically, coordination of 
policy research could be achieved through an additional System-wide initiative in policy research. 
This would have the advantage of systematizing work in this subject and making resources 
available for the development of inter-Centre projects through the lead centre, IFPRI in this case. 
While improved coordination is essential, a System-wide initiative in policy research is not 
the solution as it would be too analogous to IFPRI’s overall mandate. For the same reason, there 
are no System-wide initiatives in the commodities which define the programme of specific Centres. 
The CG cannot have two separate research agendas in policy research, one defined by IFPRI’s 
medium term plan and the other by a System-wide initiative. Or, if the two are the same, this risks 
creating conflicts over who sets the agenda for CG policy research, IFPRI or the committee in 
control of the System-wide initiative. In addition, policy research has many different dimensions, 
and there is no need for overall coordination of policy research as an objective across the whole 
System. Coordination should only be pursued to avoid duplications, establish comparative 
advantages in relation to specific questions, and when useful for specific research or outreach 
initiatives. In general, it seems desirable to avoid adding further administrative layers to an already 
complex system and to seek instead to enhance inter-Cenne coordination and collaboration through 
decentralized and informal mechanisms while maintaining autonomous Centre initiatives. 
Managing this complex coordination may, nonetheless, require a purposeful allocation of core 
resources to this field of research as we shall discuss below. 
In the Centres’ survey organized for this study, 11 centres responded opposing a System- 
wide initiative in policy research, two supported the idea, and two abstained. It is thus safe to say 
that opposition to the initiative is pervasive, not only at IFPRI but also throughout the system as a 
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whole. Four Centres who opposed the idea nonetheless suggested that inter-Centre initiatives on 
selective P&M research topics may be useful. 
The Panel consequently recommends not to pursue a System-wide initiative in policy 
research as an instrument to enhance collaborations and coordination in this area of research. 
System-wide initiatives are appropriate when focused on more narrowly defined topics. For this 
reason, the door should be kept open for selective themes in P&M research to give rise to new 
inter-Centre initiatives. 
7.2. Centres’ Policy Research Capacity for Collaborative Research 
One should start by observing that there already exists a considerable degree of 
collaborative research in the System. IFPRI currently has joint research projects with 11 Centres: 
CIAT, CIP, CIMMYT, ICARDA, ICLARM, ICRAF, ICRISAT, IIMI, ILCA, IRRI, and ISNAR 
(IFPRI Report, 1994). It is participating to several System-wide initiatives and has taken the lead 
in developing two of the approved initiatives, in water management coordinated by IIMI and in 
property rights coordinated by IFPRI. There are, however, a number of problems that need to be 
resolved to make this inter-Centre collaboration more effective. Solution to these problems will 
require alternative instruments if they are not to be managed through a System-wide initiative in 
policy research. 
One problem is that effective research collaboration between IFPRI and other Centres 
requires more overlap in the capacities of the Centres involved. Effective team work needs enough 
shared analytical capabilities among team participants. This implies that the participating Centre 
must have sufficient socioeconomic research capacity and some policy analysis capacity of its own. 
In part this is because the Centre’s social scientists are better able to collaborate with the specialized 
biological scientists of the problem under study than IFPRI’s social scientists since they cohabit 
with these scientists. The more directly consistent with IFPRI’s own long term research priorities 
the research questions are, the less autonomous policy analysis capacity would a Centre need to 
develop for effective collaboration. However, all Centres need to have a minimum capacity to 
engage in collaborative research. Additionally, if the research effort is to be sustained beyond the 
phase of collaboration with IFPRI, individual Centre capacity to do this is needed. Clearly, the 
level of sophistication and expertise in policy research need in general not be at the same level as 
IFPRI’s for general themes, but it should be at par with IFPRI’s for the specialized themes that 
concern the Centre and where sustained research will be needed, 
The Panel consequently recommends that Centres review their current capacities in 
socioeconomic and policy research to assess whether this minimum capacity for desired 
collaborative research is in place and take remedial action if it is not. 
In the survey organized for this study, the question was asked whether a Centre plans to 
strengthen its in-house capacity for P&M research or to rely instead on external collaborations. Out 
of 13 answers, 10 said that they would increase in-house capacity, although not at the exclusion of 
enhanced external collaborations. This suggests that the share of CG budget allocated to P&M 
research may not have peaked yet. 
Given overall stagnation in real budgets, one mechanism to enhance collaborative research 
and strengthen the Centres’ policy research capacity would be to outpost more IFPRI scientists in 
the Centres, at least for the duration of collaborative ventures. IFPRI has been effective in 
outposting some of its research staff in collaborating institutions. This has been particularly 
beneficial when policy research implies a strong continuum with socioeconomic research developed 
at the Centre level. A possibility would be to place these outposted staff in regional units, located 
in CG Centres, that also regroup outposted staff from ISNAR and IIMI. This does not go against 
maintaining a critical mass of scientists in Washington D.C. to insure the proper environment for 
scientific creativity through peer interactions and for interaction with visiting scholars from 
collaborating NARSs and NAPAs. 
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The Panel consequently recommends that IFPRI’s outposted staff be increased when 
consistent with research projects and when it enhances a Centre’s policy research capacity and 
interactions with ISNAR and IIMI outposted scientists as a necessary part of regional projects. 
7.3. Resources for Inter-Centre Collaborative P&M Research 
A second problem is the lack of resources for the definition of collaborative projects and the 
preparation of research proposals in policy research. Centres’ demand for IFPRI participation has 
been very high, but it has not been correspondingly supported by resources at the project definition 
and implementation stages. This has led to superficial participation, protracted periods of project 
preparation, or inability to follow up on worthwhile potential initiatives. Because they will involve 
a multiplicity of actors and institutions, these projects are usually particularly complex and costly to 
organize. Development of these proposals typically takes one or two years of work and 
negotiations, and they require costs for the gathering of preliminary information and meetings. In 
principle, the costs of project development should be fully included in project budgets. In practice, 
this is very difficult to do: project budgets cannot cover retroactively costs already incurred in the 
preparation of proposals; and few donors are interested in funding project preparation as a separate 
activity. In general, resources for pre-project activities (as well as for post-project syntheses and 
derivation of policy conclusions) are lacking under conditions where projects have to be funded by 
special grants. Preparation of inter-Centre projects in policy research will consequently require 
continued use of unrestricted funding. If inter-Centre projects are to multiply, availability of 
unrestricted funding for the development of these projects will correspondingly have to increase. 
TAC needs to make resources available for the definition of collaborative projects in policy 
research and for coordination among projects. In particular, resources need to be made available to 
IFPRI scientists to help them increase their capacity to respond to requests for participation in 
multi-Centre research projects or to take initiatives for such projects. Because Centres’ ultimate 
objectives may differ from those of IFPRI, even though they might seek research collaboration, 
this Panel does not consider adequate that resources for collaborative work be placed at IFPRI. At 
the same time, TAC should be watchful that non-existence of a System-wide initiative in policy 
research does not penalize this field of research for access to-funds for inter-Centre project 
preparation and coordination, as done in System-wide initiatives. 
The Panel consequently recommends that TAC consider defining a modality that would 
allow it to allocate resources on a competitive basis in response to requests by two or more Centres 
for funds to support project preparation and coordination in socioeconomic, policy, and 
management research. Availability of these funds should be widely advertised in the System, 
criteria for proposal selection made explicit, and adequate mechanisms for project selection put into 
place. 
7.4. Medium-Term Plans and Coordination of Inter-Centre P&M Research 
Collaborative research between Centres requires that research topics fit within their medium 
term plans (MTP). If IFPRI is to be at the Centre of much collaborative policy research, adherence 
of collaborative research to its medium term plans is fundamental to filter excess demand and 
maintain a cumulative logic to collaborations. However, if the medium term plan is such an 
important filter for cooperative policy research efforts, other Centres should have an opportunity to 
participate to IFPRI’s process of medium term plan development, if they anticipate the need to 
collaborate with IFPRI. For the moment, IFPFU’s MTP is elaborated through internal discussions, 
sharing of drafts with NARSs, discussions with donors, regional consultations, and discussion 
and approval by the Board. Greater consultations would seem necessary to harmonize IFPRI’s 
and potential collaborating Centres’ MTPs in anticipation of joint research projects. 
Thomas Walker, Director General of CIP, recommends that IFPRI appoint a research 
fellow to be a liaison person with a specific centre. His observation is that IFPRI social scientists 
relate well to the profession while Centre social scientists relate to the biological scientists in their 
Centre. The IFPRI liaison person would help IFPRI access information about what non-social 
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scientists in the other Centers are doing. This would be especially relevant in the drafting of 
medium-term plans. To quote: “We would like to have someone with whom we could interact on a 
more routine basis and who would be interested in CIP’s commodity and natural resource mandate. 
IFPRI social scientists know a lot about rice and irrigation, but their knowledge of several Centres’ 
mandates and work areas is sparse. Having a formal contact with a Center would also enhance that 
person’s agricultural experience which is important to the CGIAR as general agriculturalists are 
increasingly difficult to come by in this age of increasing specialization. This does not imply that 
the IFPRI contact should be working on the research and raining in the area of the Centre’s 
mandate; only that she or he should be comfortable with it. The spirit of this suggestion is to look 
for cost-effective ways to bridge the gap between biological scientists in the CGIAR and IFPRI 
social scientists.” 
The Panel sucrgests that Centres which may want to establish collaborative research with 
IFPRI should be offered greater participation to the development of IFPRI’s medium term plan 
and, reciprocally, opportunities to coordinate their own medium term plans with IFPRI’s. It 
recommends that IFPRI consider appointing a research fellow to be a liaison person with a specific 
centre. 
7.5. IFPRI’s System-wide Backup Role in Policy Research Methodology 
IFPRI’s policy research priorities and those of other Centres are not identical. IFPRI has a 
global policy research mandate while other Centres tend to be oriented at specific commodities, 
production systems, or agroecological environments. The policy questions which they can best 
address deal with production, input use, technology, and farm-level environmental problems 
related to these commodities, systems, and environments. This research should consequently 
largely be done by the Centres themselves and their collaborating NARSs, sometimes with IF’PRI 
collaboration, but most often without it. However, even when there is no direct research 
collaboration, IPPRI could play a methodological back-up and capacity strengthening role when the 
research calls on methodologies for which there has been a long expertise at IFPRI. An 
outstanding recent example of this function is the user-friendly econometrics manual for 
quantitative policy analysis prepared by L. Haddad et al. (1995). In some cases, this type of 
assistance could well be going from Centres to IFPRI, for instance on research related to 
management science or environmental economics. In all cases, careful assessment needs to be 
made of the relative advantages of obtaining this expertise from within the System as opposed to 
from outside, for instance through joint projects, short courses, or sabbatical leave invitations to 
university faculties. When this type of collaboration is sought within the System, expertise could 
be made available through short term consultancies, methodological semiNARSs, and temporary 
assignment of senior scientists to another Centre to the benefit of the receiving Centre. As 
observed in chapter 5 of this report, fulfilling this function would induce more IFPRI scientists to 
move upstream in their research to better assume this technical assistance function. If the System is 
c to perform as a system, this type of collaboration should be induced. 
For this purpose, the Panel recommends that TAC consider using the same modality as 
recommended in section 7.3 above to make resources available on a competitive basis that would 
have the function of supporting methodological backup activities across Centres. These resources 
could be managed jointly with funds in support of inter-Centre initiatives in P&M research. 
7.6. Reporting on Policy Research in the System 
Starting in 1996, the CGIAR research agenda and the budgetary allocation will be presented 
as a matrix with 17 programme categories. One of these programmes is “policy” which is expected 
to absorb 13% of the System’s 1996 budget. This, however, exaggerates the extent of policy 
research in the System since, under the “policy” heading, are included socioeconomic research, 
management research, and policy research proper. In most Centres, the bulk of the “policy” 
budget goes to socioeconomic research. There is, however, some underestimation since the 
“protecting the environment” and the “increasing productivity--production systems development 
and management” programmes includes some policy research. Thus, to adequately report on the 
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extent of policy versus socioeconomic and management research in the System would require 
further disaggregation of other programme categories. 
In general, it would appear desirable to convey to donors exact figures about the extent of 
policy research in the System. Both the “policy” and the “protecting the environment” programmes 
should consequently be disaggregated into their respective components to report on the exact 
amount of on-going policy research. This will be particularly useful to analyze the relative 
importance of these research categories and observe their respective growth rates. To summarize 
budget presentation, these categories can subsequently be aggregated in a “socioeconomic, policy, 
and management” programme as seen fit. 
The Panel suggests that budget reporting on the “policy” and “protecting the environment” 
programmes be disaggregated in their respective components to adequately report on the extent of 
socioeconomic, policy, and management research in the System. 
7.7. The Special Problem of Management Research 
There are few policy recommendations which do not have management research 
implications. To be successfully implemented, policies need effective administrative bodies and 
regulatory agencies, as shown in Figure 2.1. In addition, for a given policy context, there are 
management options that are important determinants of the effectiveness with which resources are 
used and of the welfare implications which this use has. In the System, IFPRI’s polity research 
consequently implies delving into public management research. Management research on 
specialized aspects of the CG mandate are assumed by ISNAR for agricultural research and 
development, IIMI for water, and CIFOR for forestry. Every Centre also runs into management 
research questions. For the System, the question of coordination in management research is thus 
of equal importance as that of coordination in policy research. 
7.7.1. ISNAR 
One particular field of management research pertaining to the functioning of agricultural 
research systems may be a relatively small one in the global picture of management work, but is 
surely a potentially potent one for fostering the improved functioning of NARSs, as well as other 
entities, such as IARCs. ISNAR is the IARC purposefully dedicated to advancing knowledge in 
this field, and yet it has been a rather modest participant in research per se dealing with 
management. The main approach adopted at ISNAR has been to bring together experienced 
personnel and put them to tasks in advising national systems on how to improve management and 
organization, based largely on their unique personal experiences and on ISNAR’s cumulative 
institutional wisdom. This is effective as far as such direct and rapid intervention can be useful. 
What it appears not to be doing sufficently, unless undertaken in a systematically cross-sectional 
way, is set up a learning situation from which new insights may eventually be derived. The 
sketched past approach is highly dependent on individual personalities and their particular past, and 
may not lead to general understanding of the pros and cons of alternative institutional structures, 
for instance. This raises the question of the optimum balance and synergy between service and 
research, an issue that ISNAR’s forthcoming EPM review will need to address anew, 
ISNAR has focused on some selected aspects of NARSs that can contribute to better 
management, most notably planning, monitoring and evaluation, and this has led to many useful 
developments of methods that have wide applicability and can usefully inform research managers. 
Indeed, many of ISNAR’s generated ideas have been accepted by donors and international 
development agencies. This, however, is not the same as a broadly-based research programme in 
management per se, and such studies need to take place on a more systematic fashion. 
The general approach at ISNAR has been to conceptualize management and organization 
problems at a rather generic level, hire professionals with broad experience to devote themselves 
primarily to advisory work with requesting NARSs, and to document the experiences in such a 
way that the preconditions are set for distilling useful new perceptions and hopefully new 
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knowledge. A question that the forthcoming EPR should address is whether this, in itself, amounts 
to a research programme in the broad area of research-system management, given the importance of 
this information if agreed new forms of best practice and improved knowledge of bad practices are 
to be assembled more systematically. 
A potentially important research-related activity that spans both policy and management in 
the field of administering technology generation is research priority setting. ISNAR has supported 
pioneering efforts that have culminated in the publication of a path-breaking book (Alston, Norton 
and Pardey, 1994), which will form the basis for orchestrating a proliferation of needed efforts in 
NARSs to direct scarce research resources to high-payoff areas. Management information systems 
geared to the particular needs of research systems, also developed at ISNAR, can usefully link to 
the ex-ante economic analysis work to trace the actual commitment of human and financial 
resources, monitor the effectiveness of the planning process, and ultimately facilitate the evaluation 
of the outcomes of research programmes. The whole field of research policy analysis and research 
strategy formulation is wide and to date still substantially under-attended. The proposed 
collaborative efforts between ISNAR and IFPRI should be fruitful in this regard. Other groups 
affiliated to the CG System, such as the newly-established Agricultural Research and Extension 
group in the World Bank (ESDAR), are also eager to advance practice in this area, ‘and the 
prospects for the donor community devoting greater resources to this theme seem bright. 
7.7.2. CIFOR 
Management research in CIFOR takes several different forms. Management, in the sense of 
the discipline that might be studied in a business school, is conducted primarily in the policy- 
oriented work, where it is integrated into the socioeconomic research work generally, which has a 
strong policy bias, and management is interpreted as just one important aspect of policy work. 
Much more work at CIFOR on management is done in other programmes, including those 
with management in the title. But this work is primarily of a biophysical nature and is concerned 
essentially with the technologies of managing such things as biodiversity in forests, reforestation of 
degraded land, and so on. It is, of course, quite legitimate for this work to be categorized as 
management research, but it is of quite a different character from most of the rest of the declared 
management research in the CGIAR system. 
Given the attention to managerial issues in so many of CIFOR’s programmes, there will 
definitely be a reporting problem that underlies any data on the orientation of research activities of 
CIFOR, and thus of the CGIAR system at large. These special difficulties need to be recognized in 
the categorization of such research efforts and their corresponding reporting, and these difficulties 
are likely to be similarly encountered in other resource-based Centres such as ICLARM and 
ICRAF. 
The above comments refer particularly to socioeconomic work concerning the management 
of various forest resources by local communities, in CIFOR’s case especially for non-timber forest 
products in various parts of the world. The dissection of such activities into socioeconomic 
research per se, versus policy and eventually management categories, is going to be a challenging 
task that does not have ready resolution. 
Needless to say, a research programme addressed to measuring and, in general, dealing 
with the sustainable management of forests; either generically or in specific geographical areas, 
such as is the case in some CIFOR work, is fraught by difficulties ranging from basic measurement 
through to conceptual and sheer practical aspects such as, with most difficulty for a System with as 
short as an evaluative horizon as the CGIAR, the long lapses of time before definitive results can 
be recorded and realized. There is really no way to dodge this latter dilemma except for the 
supporters of such work to adopt an extremely patient attitude. 
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7.7.3. IIMI 
Research in water management is, in general, particularly difficult to organize as it is 
closely linked to the actual operation of water management line agencies and water users 
associations. This implies that information can hardly be accessed without participation to the 
operation of these institutions and that research is directly linked to institution building and 
management advice. This is typical action research which is well known to be difficult to manage 
methodologically. It is also difficult for the researcher to take a distance from the immediate needs 
of the agency involved, and hence to extract strategic research implications from management 
advice. Indeed, IIMI has been effective in management advice as evidenced by the magnitude of 
the demand for its services, but is to this stage still short in strategic research. At the same time, 
this link to action gives unique opportunities to access data otherwise beyond the reach of 
researchers, experiment with alternative organizational systems, engage in collaborative research, 
and create immediate effective demand for research results. 
IIMI has been a late comer to the System. Before this, it had been in operation for some 
time as a service agency to public and private water management institutions, with an adaptive as 
opposed to a strategic research mandate. At this date, it is still in full transition from this former 
function to pursuing a balanced agenda that fulfills both the CG’s strategic research mandate and 
the need to service clients as part of research and institution strengthening. Given the need to 
expand its strategic research agenda, departing staff will need to be replaced by young economists 
and management scientists well trained in research methods, implying a move upstream toward 
applied theory and methods. Collaboration with IFPRI and other Centres, as well as universities 
and centres of excellence in the field, is also particularly important to reinforce the move toward 
strategic research. In addition, IIMI has broadened its research perspective from irrigation to the 
management of water in watersheds, river basins, and irrigation sectors, with the associated 
problems of environment, health, and broader economic linkages. As a result, IIMI’s research 
mandate necessarily overlaps with that of several other Centres. Several promising collaborative 
research initiatives with IFPRI have recently been organized for work in Pakistan, India, and 
Egypt. Initiation of additional collaborative efforts will hopefully be facilitated by the IIMI- 
convened System wide Water Resources Management Programme. 
IIMI is still short in expertise in policy and economic analysis while it is well endowed in 
irrigation engineers and social scientists specialized in management research. Dimensions of 
household, community, and cooperative behavior in water users’ associations are at best only 
partially covered and will benefit from collaboration with IFPRI. However, to be effective, this 
collaboration requires that a critical mass of socioeconomists, institutional economists, and policy 
analysts be in place at IIMI. Devolution of management of water districts to users in particular 
extends the range of necessary expertise from largely public agencies to the crafting of civil 
cooperative institutions. Subjects like the development of water markets, the economic incentives 
for the performance of water users’ associations, the internalization of externalities in watershed 
management, the definition of reward systems for managers of water districts, the control of rent 
seeking in the appropriation of water, and the adoption of improved irrigation and soil conservation 
technologies are all subjects that have an important dimension of economic and institutional 
analysis. Among analytical skills, they call on the yet much neglected fields of “new” institutional 
economics and political economy among CG social scientists. 
Improving the efficiency of water use is a crucial theme for the world food situation and for 
rural welfare in irrigated areas. Yet. obtaining funding for the development of complex joint 
research projects that involve participation of a multiplicity of disciplines and Centres has proved 
difficult. In part, this may be due to difficulties in investing sufficiently in project development in 
an area where research questions are often poorly charted. For instance, requests for funding of 
pre-projects based on rapid appraisal techniques for the identification of research hypotheses on 
water markets have proved of little attraction to donors. This stresses again the need for access to 
unrestricted funding for inter-Centre project development. It also requires the development of 
medium term research priorities that link IIMI, IFPRI, and other Centres’ research agendas. 
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Chapter 8. Institution Strengthening 
The parallel study on institution strengthening (The Future Role of the CGZAR in 
Development of NARSs: A Strategic Study of Institution Strengthening Research and 
Services, SDR/TAC:IAR/95/12, June 1995) makes a series of very useful suggestions in relation 
to ‘the role that ISNAR should play in strengthening NARSs. The Study endorses ISNAR’s 
progressive shift from services to institutional R&D (paragraphs 60 & 61), suggests increased 
emphasis in research on institutional development in collaboration with research centres specialized 
in this area (paragraph 62), increased research on assessment and evaluation criteria (paragraph 
63), more in-depth studies of successful and unsuccessful institution-building experiences 
(paragraph 65), and implementation of ISNAR’s curriculum for post-graduate courses in 
institutional development and research management (paragraphs 66 & 67). This Panel fully 
endorses these suggestions. 
In relation to opportunities for ISNAR-IFPRI collaboration, the Study considers that they 
are restricted to areas of overlap, namely, on priority setting and funding for agricultural research, 
including development and analysis of agricultural research indicator series (paragraph 72), and on 
ways to remove restrictions imposed by government regulations and labor laws for effective 
personnel policy and management in NARSs (paragraph 73). The Panel concurs with these 
opportunities for ISNAR-IPPRI collaboration, but wishes to expand on emerging research 
opportunities which, in the view of the Panel, are critical to better position the Centres for 
institution strengthening. 
8.1. Emerging Opportunities for Research on Public Management 
Two interlinked areas of public management research emerge as a consequence of public 
policy reforms induced by structural adjustment processes. One refers to effective mechanisms for 
influencing public policy reforms by bridging the communication gap between the NARSs and 
national policy makers. The other refers to the redesign of public sector institutions in agricultural 
R&D in line with emerging opportunities provided by the expanded constellation of civil and 
private organizations involved in agricultural R&D. 
The capacity of NARSs to influence public policy reforms varies but is generally quite 
limited. NARSs are in a unique position to provide information on comparative advantages as 
determined as much by technological opportunities as by resource endowments in relation to 
market opportunities. Information on technological options to help achieve various policy 
objectives can be extremely useful for the formulation of public policies. Effective mechanisms are 
consequently needed for NARSs to participate in policy planning and for policy makers to develop 
confidence in NARSs’ capacity to adjust to new policy objectives and to contribute to achieving 
synergy between technologies and policies. The “action planning approach” provides a framework 
for influencing public policies, for structuring a dialogue for research systems reforms in 
accordance with changing macroeconomic realities and agricultural growth strategies, and for 
obtaining political and long-term funding support for research programmes in line with policy 
objectives (Manning, 1995; Tabor, 1995). ISNAR and IFPRI can contribute meaningfully through 
joint research on successful cases of NARSs-NAPAs-policymakers interactions to derive lessons 
on management mechanisms for success. 
The other interlinked area refers to the redesign of public sector institutions in agricultural 
R&D in line with emerging opportunities provided by the expanded constellation of civil and 
private organizations involved in agricultural R&D. As mentioned in section 4.1.3, tighter fiscal 
policies, the embracement of a subsidiary role for the public sector, concerns for empowering civil 
society, and the adoption of more stringent public management practices, have resulted in 
increasing funding restrictions for public agricultural R&D and in a demands for rethinking the role 
of public sector institutions. Increasingly, LDCs’ demands are for research policies and public 
management strategies that facilitate and enhance the role and effectiveness of private sector and 
civil organizations in agricultural R&D, where appropriate. 
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Changes in the contexts in which R&D institutions in LDCs operate have led to the search 
for and experimentation with decentralized R&D approaches that increasingly rely on market forces 
and civil organizations. Devolution of agricultural services to the private sector and civil 
organizations, e.g., of seeds systems to producers’ organizations and private firms, of water 
management to water users associations, and of credit to private banks or informal financial 
institutions, among others, are congruent with state subsidiarity but need to be studied in relation to 
their conditions for success. Policy impact analyses by NAPAs and IFPRI cannot ignore market 
failures in technology, water, risk, and credit markets, nor can they ignore new actors in policy- 
making processes in relation to agricultural R&D (ISNAR’s area). Neither P&M research nor 
research on research policies and agricultural R&D can ignore the need for the state to assess where 
and how devolution processes could work, and to complement devolution processes with 
appropriate regulatory functions. They cannot ignore the needs for coordination within the public 
sector, e.g., amongst the various public institutions and ministries involved (agriculture, forestry, 
environment, science and technology, finance), for coordination of the public-private sector 
interface, and for facilities to allow farmers and civil organizations to voice their views and 
concerns. 
Since the political, social, and economic environments in which R&D institutions operate 
are changing fast, institutional development efforts must be able to adapt to changes in these 
environments. They require a “new” institutional economics approach in which flexible 
mechanisms are set in place for the participatory definition of research agendas with relevant local 
actors such as farmers organizations, non-profit civil organizations, universities, for-profit private 
sector fimis, and NGOs. These mechanisms also need to provide incentives for the participation of 
local actors in the delivery of selected services, including information services and adaptive 
technology testing with farmers and feedback to research. While successful institutional 
development projects along these lines will necessarily have a high degree of local specificity, 
‘important lessons can be derived from cross-country studies complemented with more in-depth 
analyses of selected cases. 
This is a particular area of public management that falls among ISNAR’s comparative 
advantages (organization and management of R&D institutions) as well as among IPPRI’s 
(agricultural P&M research). In relation to more specific areas of public management, it also falls in 
the mandate of IIMI (water management), CIPOR (forest management), and ICLARM (fisheries 
management), even though their comparative advantages are not as yet fully developed. In the view 
of this Panel, there is ample scope for deriving synergy from joint research projects among IPPRI, 
ISNAR, and other research centres that have specialized expertise in the institutional development 
area. 
As indicated in section 4.3.4, the Panel sugtrests that the forthcoming reviews of IFPRI and 
ISNAR pay particular attention to these two areas of research on public management, and to the 
potential synergy that could be derived from joint, inter-centre projects. 
8.2. Other Centres’ Involvements 
As indicated in section 2.1, a number of other Centres are involved in P&M research. The 
answers provided by 13 of the Centres to the question of who the clients are for their P&M 
research include nine different types of institutions (Table 8.1). 
As could be expected, Centres’ answers are diverse, reflecting the wide range of research 
projects they conduct and the corresponding variety of partners involved. The relatively high 
frequency of NARSs and NAPAs, and the low frequency of farmer’s organizations and NGOs as 
clients are, however, worth noticing. Though the latter is to be expected for international Centres 
that regard national organizations as their main clients, the expanded constellation of civil and 
private organizations involved in agricultural R&D merits stakeholder analyses within both national 
and international settings. The ecoregional approach may facilitate stakeholder analysis, as well as 
help foment greater interactions among participating Centres. The spread of Centres’ projects over 
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too many locations (as illustrated by the Centres’ answer to question 3 in the questionnaire) does 
not seems to facilitate in-depth understanding of the agricultural R&D processes. Concentration in a 
few, selected watersheds may facilitate it. IFPRI’s and ISNAR’s participation to research at these 
sites may contribute to the understanding of policy, management, and technology interactions to 
draw lessons of international relevance. 
Table 8.1. Clients for P&M research: Percentage of Centres that identified particular clients 
NARSs 
NAPAs 
Development aid agencies 
Universities 
Natural resource management organizations 
IARCs management and scientists 














Based on answers from 13 Centers, excluding IFPRI, ISNAR, and ICRISAT 
The Panel recommends that the forthcoming reviews of IFPRI and ISNAR assess the 
involvement of these institutes in P&M research within ecoregional initiatives, and question the 
institutes on opportunities that might exist (1) to derive lessons of international relevance for the 
management of public-private interface and (2) to achieve greater synergy in inter-centre 
collaboration to this end. 
8.3. Instruments for institution strengthening 
The CGIAR ‘s long-term effectiveness depends on the System’s ability to help strengthen 
institutions and research competencies in national systems. Policy research is not an exception. For 
a continuous flow of sound national policies to take place, effective policy research institutes and 
policy making processes are required at the national level. The same applies to the public 
. management of R&D institutions: effective processes, and organizations and managers to lead the 
processes are required. The question is to what extent Centres should be involved in building new 
institutions in the area of P&M research (beyond ISNAR’s role in relation to agricultural R&D 
institutes), or whether they should rely on selected or more indirect instruments for institution 
strengthening. 
8.3.1. Institution Building 
In the view of this Panel, Centres in general and IFPRI in particular, do not. have 
comparative advantages to be involved directly in institution building for P&M research since such 
type of activities require both expertise in specialized areas (e.g., political science, public 
administration, institutional anthropology, institutional economics, law) as well as substantial 
commitments of staff time and resources to engage in the practice of institution building. Because 
of scale, Centres could only devote small amount of resources to this end, and even modest 
allocations of resources will have a high opportunity cost in terms of research. Good researchers 
can help sort out priorities for research in particular areas, but are seldom good institution builders. 
Centres, however, can contribute to institution strengthening through various direct and indirect 
instruments. Before collaborative projects come to an end, they could also draft an “institutional 
impact statement” that makes suggestions for other donors as to how to approach institution 
strengthening to capitalize on what has been achieved through joint research. This would help 
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maximize continuity in institutional development beyond the research phase to which CG 
researchers are direct participants. 
As opposed to other Centres, ISNAR has an explicit mandate in institution building. We 
refer readers to the parallel TAC study on institution building for an analysis of this role. 
8.3.2. Collaborative Research 
IFPRI, ISNAR, and the other Centres involved in P&M research see information and 
methods (adapted or new ones) as the main outputs of their research. Instruments used to assist in 
institution strengthening include collaborative research and graduate thesis research (direct 
instruments), and publications and workshops (more indirect instruments). The Panel concurs with 
Centres that collaborative research is an effective instruments for institution strengthening in P&M 
research. Graduate thesis research can be a cost-effective way to expand collaborative research. 
The Panel sugeests that data bases at IFPRI and other Centres be made available for graduate thesis 
research, and that Centres be proactive in exploring opportunities for graduate thesis research in 
priority areas with leading professors in universities in both developed and developing countries. 
8.3.3. Training Courses 
Only ISNAR and ILRI have been involved in formal training courses, on management and . 
livestock policies, respectively. IFPRI is planning training courses for policy analysts to be held at 
the Institute’s headquarters, but this has not been started yet. The Panel fully endorses this move, 
as well-structured policy research courses are apparently in short supply and can be cost-effective 
in strengthening policy analysis and research capacities in partner institutions in LDCs. IFPRI will 
undoubtedly build such courses based on the experience of other institutions that have offered 
agricultural policy courses in the past. The Panel wgests that, building on this experience, IFPRI 
considers opportunities for developing regional courses in collaboration with appropriate regional 
organizations, local, and leading foreign universities that could contribute to such courses and at 
the same time provide for continuity after IFPRI moves on. In the view of this Panel, regional 
courses should be given priority over national ones, not only to justify JFPRI’s involvement but 
also to enrich the mix of experiences and gain insights from cross-country experiences. Finally, the 
Panel also suegests that IFPRI set in place mechanisms for course evaluation by external experts 
and course participants. 
8.3.4. Workshops 
In the view of this Panel, an important contribution toward institution strengthening is to 
provide appropriate fora for focused brainstorming about food policies in LDCs and P&M research 
needs. IFPRI has sponsored or co-sponsored numerous such conferences, semiNARSs, and 
d workshops. These opportunities have been very much appreciated by partners in LDCs, but there 
is always room for improvement and greater focus than what can be inferred from IFPRI’s MTP 
1994-1998. There is a special need for regional workshops on priorities for P&M research which 
can be effective instruments for focusing research on priority issues from a regional perspective 
and for mobilizing regional resources for collaborative research. The Panel suggests that IFPRI pay 
due consideration to the organization of regional workshops for assessing priorities for P&M 
research. The IFPRI global food projections, and global and regional priorities for P&M research 
as perceived by IFPRI, should be analyzed at these workshops. They should be organized in 
collaboration with appropriate regional or national organizations and other Centres that could 
contribute. 
ISNAR’s golbal and regional workshops on selected areas of P&M research (e.g., 
structural adjustment, NRM, RM&E) seem to have been well received by participants. The degree 
of coordination with IFPRI and other centers is less clear. 
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8.3.5. Exchange and Visiting Research Fellows 
IFPRI is planning a more regular graduate research exchange programme and a visiting 
research fellow programme, activities which in the past took place on an ad-hoc basis. The Panel 
fully endorses these initiatives. Both types of programmes are important to help policy analysts 
from LDCs and IFPRI staff mutually sharpen their research hypotheses, and thereby derive 
synergy and a broader perspective on P&M research issues. Such programmes are effective 
complements to training courses and focused workshops in that they allow for more in-depth 
analyses of issues and options. They may become a direct and powerful instrument to strengthen 
national capacities. 
The Panel recommends that the forthcoming IFPRI review assess the relative allocation of 
resources to training courses, workshops, and exchange-visiting research fellow programmes. The 
objective should be to achieve a balanced mix that maximizes the joint development of hypotheses 
for P&M research from an international perspective, as well as from the perspective of institution 
strengthening in LDCs, yet without unduly taxing staff time for research. 
8.3.6. Publications 
Publications are an appropriate medium for conveying the results of P&M research and thus 
contribute to institution strengthening. IFPRI has relied heavily on publications in refereed journal 
as well as on IFPRI series, both of which seem to be used widely. The frequency of citations of 
IFPRI publications in refereed journals, as indicated by the Social Science Citations Index, could 
provide an indicator of the impact that IF’PRI research has had in the scientific community. This is 
a time consuming task that needs to be done prior to arrival of the EPR team. 
The Panel wrests that the forthcoming IFPRI review analyze the extent to which IFPRI 
publications are cited by peers. The Panel further suggests that IFPRI analyzes the feasibility, 
costs, and advantages of also making available on-line its more recent publications. 
8.3.7. Network of IFPRI Associates 
As part of the MTP, IFPRI’s outreach division proposed the establishment of a network of 
individuals that are associated with the Institute’s research, with regional chapters of the network to 
provide for the fulcrum of outreach activities in each region. The initiative has appeal, particularly 
in terms of providing a vehicle for two-way communications between network participants, but it 
may have important cost implications. While some centres and NARSs are not yet connected to the 
intemet, this is rapidly developing and is proving to be an extraordinary bonus for otherwise 
isolated institutions. 
The Panel wrests that IFPRI assesses the feasibility, advantages, and costs of using 
“bulletin boards” (via INTERNET or other information networks) to develop two-way 
communications on specific themes of long-term interest to IPPRI and its partners, particularly in 
LDCs. 
8.4. Institutional Sustainability 
As in the case of any other institution, the sustainability of institutions involved in P&M 
research depends on the capacity of stakeholders to lobby for support of the respective institution. 
As indicated in section 8.3.1, the Panel does not see comparative advantages in the Centres (other 
than ISNAR in relation to agricultural R&D institutions) for engaging in comprehensive institution 
or programme building. Centres in general and IFPRI in particular can rely on selected instruments 
(such as collaborative research, training, and exchange and visiting research fellows) or on more 
indirect instruments (such as workshops and publications) for institution strengthening. These 
instruments can contribute significantly to enhance institutional sustainability through the 
improvement of human resource capacities for P&M research and analysis, and through peer 
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discussions of hypotheses for enhanced relevance and quality of the research undertaken by policy 
analysts in national systems. 
As mentioned in section 8.1, IFPRI and ISNAR can contribute to strengthen institutional 
sustainability indirectly through research on successful cases of NARSs-NAPAs-policymakers 
interactions to derive lessons on public management mechanisms for success, including 
institutional sustainability in relation to P&M research and analysis. 
Policy advice is rightly seen by IFPRI and other Centres as an incidental byproduct of 
research of international relevance, not as the main purpose of research; albeit that partners in 
national programmes may see policy advice as one of the main purposes for their involvement. 
However, seeking greater policy relevance at the country level is a justified research goal that needs 
to be carefully weighted against international relevance, as discussed in section 6.2.5. 
The Panel recommends that JFPRI and other Centres continue to adhere to the principle of 
international relevance in strategic research but that they seek ways to give greater country-level 
policy relevance to their research, in part as an instrument for institution strengthening. 
Occasionally there may be opportunities for IFPRI to engage in programme planning for 
P&M research in NARSs and NAPAs. This is quite appropriate, but undue distraction of resources 
needed for IFPRI’s research should be avoided. In fact, programme sustainability in LDC 
institutions requires that such capacity be developed in-house and that continued dependence on 
IFPRI be avoided. 
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Research Themes. Policy research themes focus on sustainability issues; socioeconomic 
themes on production systems and participatory research methods. Collaborators, Clients, 
Services. The centre’s principal collaborators are a large variety of NARSs, particularly for 
socioeconomic research. IFPRI is a current collaborator. CIAT considers NARSs and natural 
resource management organizations to be its main clients for policy research; and scientists in 
NARSs and other CGIAR centres the principal audiences for its socioeconomic research. The 
centre perceives its role as one of providing policy relevant information and methodologies to 
clients rather than advice. The vehicles for this work are primarily publications and workshops. 
Training to help build NARSs policy/management capacity is undertaken jointly with ISNAR. 
Comparative Advantage. CIAT’s believes its comparative advantage in policy/management 
research is that of a convening centre for such research in tropical America, with particular 
expertise in conducting policy-relevant microeconomic field research. This view is premised on the 
unique breadth of interest/expertise which the centre has developed on the spectrum of research in 
tropical America ranging from agricultural technology to land use policy. Future Plans, 
Priorities, Impact Assessment. CIAT plans to strengthen both its own capacity for 
policy/management research and to continue also to collaborate with other suppliers. It perceives 
no differences between its own research priorities and those of others in the short term. 
CIFOR 
Research Themes. Policy research themes focus on formulation and implementation of forest 
sector policies as well as extra-sectoral policy influences. Particular attention is paid to the effects 
of policies on livelihoods of people living in forest margins and degraded lands. Management 
research looks at impediments to the application of forestry research results as well as assessment 
of research manpower in the forest sector. Socioeconomic research is primarily concerned with. 
household economics, income generation, food security, and population issues in the context of 
forest use, management, and conservation. Collaborators, Clients, Services. The centre’s 
principal collaborators are NARSs and forestry research organizations/units in the public sector of 
developing countries and two CGIAR Centres, including IFPRI. CIFOR considers its primary 
clientele for policy research to be forest and inter-sectoral planning bodies concerned with the 
sector and its products; for management research, public and private sector research 
institutions/policy units concerned with capacity building and policy implementation; for 
socioeconomic research, field-level practitioners in the private sector plus those identified for policy 
research. CIFOR has had minor experience in providing policy/management advice. It intends to 
provide information outputs for improved decision-making and testing of current policy models 
and assumptions. The modalities have yet to be determined. Capacity building is accomplished 
through informal collaborative research activities with NARSs and individual researchers. 
Comparative Advantage. CIFOR believes it has a distinct role in interdisciplinary research on 
forest policy; the social dimensions of forest use, especially property rights and sustainability 
issues; global issues related to forests such as biodiversity and climate change; and the well-being 
and management role of forest dwellers. Its comparative advantage in these areas is said to stem 
from its location in a developing country and its close links to NARSs, and the uniqueness of its 
focus on natural resource management together with resource protection and sustainable use. 
Future Plans, Priorities, Impact Assessment. CIPOR plans to strengthen both its own 
capacity for policy/management research and its external collaboration in this area. As a new 
Centre it does not yet envisage changes in its current priorities. Nor has it conducted impact 
assessments, although it is now designing methods to assess the impact of all of its programmes. 
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CIMMYT 
Research Themes. Policy work is conducted as a component of other, primarily resource 
management-related, research rather than as policy-focused projects. Socioeconomic research, in 
contrast, is projectized and focuses on issues affecting the development and diffusion of 
technology for mandated crops as well as resource management issues. Topics range from 
diagnostic studies of NRM problems to construction of commodity-related databases on 
production, consumption, trade, and prices for wheat and maize. Collaborators, Clients, 
Services. The Centre’s principal collaborators are NARSs, IARCs, AROs, and private sector 
firms. IFPRI currently collaborates in one-third of CIMMYT’s policy/management-related 
projects. The Centre’s main clients are policymakers and NARSs. Like other centres, CIMMYT 
prefers an indirect approach to policy advice, through provision of information on policy issues 
related to germplasm and associated technology development. This is done primarily through 
policy workshops targeted to NARSs social scientists and policymakers. These consultations, in 
turn, lead to policy recommendations. 
Comparative Advantage. CIMMYT sees its comparative advantage in policy work in terms of 
identifying crucial policy issues affecting development and diffusion of improved technology, from 
both price and institutional perspectives. Its social science advantage is tied directly to the 
germplasm and associated technology of its mandate crops. It also has an advantage in medium- 
term forecasting of supply shifts of these crops. CIMMYT’s knowledge of its mandate crops and 
close contacts with scientists having similar interests in producing countries are seen as key aspects 
of its work that could not be assumed by other centres. Future Plans, Priorities, Impact 
Assessment. CIMMYT’s modest investment in capacity for policy/management research is 
likely to remain unchanged; any growth in this area will likely be reflected in more reliance on 
external collaborators. An important priority for future research for CIMMYT is the relationship 
between internal management/research organization and the process of allocating research 
resources. The Centre has not yet undertaken an impact assessment of its policy/management 
‘research. 
CIP 
Research Themes. CIP’s policy, management, and socioeconomic research is conducted in the 
context of larger, multidisciplinary projects; there is considerable variation in the magnitude of 
these components in relation to biophysical aspects. Most such projects deal with the 
characterization of constraints and opportunities for production of CIP’s mandate crops, as well as 
product development and post-harvest management of these commodities. Collaborators, 
Clients, Services. The centre’s principal collaborators are the national programs; it also has 
substantial cooperation with other CGIAR centres. The main clients for its policy, management, 
and socioeconomic research are the national root and tuber programs, NARSs more generally, and 
the donor community. For socioeconomic research, social scientists in developing/developed 
countries and biological scientists in developing countries with some social science training are also 
serviced. UP’s advisory role occurs in the context of preparing and executing collaborative 
research, diffusing research results, participating in reviews of national programs, networking, and 
preparing research training materials on topics with a strong policy emphasis and offering courses 
that include a policy/management component. Comparative Advantage. CIP’s view of its role 
in an optimal division of labour within the CGIAR would be to address policy issues related to 
production research/impact, especially for roots and tubers; policy/management issues related to 
networks and small vs. large national programs and their interaction; and policy/management issues 
related to natural resources in the tropical highland ecoregion. CIP’s comparative advantage in such 
research is said to stem from its commodity specialization, geographic location, multidisciplinary 
approach, decentralized structure, extensive networks, and relationships with NARSs. The centre 
regards its post-harvest/marketing programme as perhaps unique in the CG System, and its 
recently started programme on natural resource management in the tropical highlands as nearly so. 
Future Plans, Priorities, Impact Assessment. CIP has begun strengthening its capacity 
for natural resource management research and through collaboration is expanding its work in 
postharvest technology research, future prospects/policies for root and tuber crops, and marketing 
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methods. Collaborators will comprise six CGIAR Centres including IFPRI. As noted, CIP places 
future priority on public/private sector interaction in agricultural research in developing countries. 
Its impact assessment experience with policy/management research has been limited to one project. 
ICARDA 
Research Themes. ICARDA does not make a hard distinction between its policy, management, 
and socioeconomic research. Research themes fall into three categories: (1) socioeconomics of 
natural resource management, looking at the social and economic factors underlying 
mismanagement of natural resources; (2) economics of production systems, technology adoption 
and impact, with particular emphasis on socioeconomic analysis of land use practices and, 
increasingly, water; and (3) policy and public management focusing on issues of land tenure and 
public management of common property. Clients, Collaborators, Services. The principal 
collaborators in policy/management research are NARSs of the WANA region, advanced research 
organizations, and IFPRI. ICARDA considers its main clients for this research to be national 
governments/decision-makers as well as national, regional, or other institutions conducting similar 
research in WANA. This work is done in partnership with NARSs who are simultaneously 
considered clientele. Policy research aims to develop policy and public management options for 
national policymakers. Direct advice to national governments is minimal, the preferred channel 
being indirect influence via dissemination to NARSs. Direct advice is provided to NARSs on 
matters of organization, structure, strategy, and related elements of research programmes. Training 
to develop clients’ capacity for policy/management research has been minimal, but is planned to 
increase primarily through collaboration. Comparative Advantage. The centre defines its 
comparative advantage in terms of its regional location, commodity mandate, and expertise on the 
interplay between technical and policy solutions in its agroecological zone. Ideally, it would call 
upon other centres of excellence such as IFPRUISNAR to identify opportunities to improve 
ICARDA’s research at the regional and national levels. It would also seek policy/management 
expertise from other centres on certain issues such as common property, and would strengthen its 
own work with national policymakers and NARSs and try to link them with advanced institutions 
working in this field. Future Plans, Priorities, Impact Assessment. ICARDA plans to 
rely on restricted core or complementary resources to strengthen its future capacity for 
policy/management research. It also plans continued collaboration with IFPRI to initiate 
programmes in this area, and partnerships with NARSs and others to implement them. Future 
priorities for such research must address commodity and natural resource issues within ICARDA’s 
domain (e.g., crop/livestock production, rangelands management, sustainable biodiversity, and, 
especially, water resource management). The centre has undertaken no formal assessment of its 
policy/management work, but has anecdotal evidence of impact. 
ICLARM * 
Research Themes. Policy research themes focus on ecological and sustainability issues as they 
affect small-scale enterprise farming systems, as well as work on the development of fisheries co- 
management models for application at the regional and global levels. Fisheries policy research is 
planned to begin in 1996. Socioeconomic research addresses socioeconomic performance and 
environmental impacts of improved genetic strains, development of bio-economic models, and 
marketing strategies. Collaborators, Clients, Services. ICLARM’s main collaborators in 
this work are national research institutions in developing countries. Its clients for 
policy/management research are national systems, development banks, NGOs, donor agencies, 
other researchers, fishers, and farmers. The centre advises on resource management policies but. 
has not been involved in institutional management issues. It provides its services through 
networks and collaborative research with government agencies involved in policy formulation. It 
also provides national systems with methodologies for resource management, primarily through 
workshops and training courses. Comparative Advantage. The centre sees its comparative 
advantage in working on sectoral issues (fisheries, aquaculture, aquatic biodiversity). Inter-centre 
research themes might address issues of common property. ICLARM plans to strengthen its 
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collaboration with IFPRI and non-CGIAR research agencies. Its particular expertise in the 
management field relates not to institutional issues or national resource management concerns, but 
to developing an array of management tools to help resource managers in decision-making. 
ICLARM’s policy research deals specifically with the fisheries/aquaculture sector. The Centre 
feels it has a special edge in such research through its collaborative relationships with developing 
country institutions which are often excluded from traditional agricultural networks. Future 
Plans, Priorities, Impact Assessment. ICLARM plans to strengthen its capacity for policy 
research by increasing in-house staffing and through external collaboration. It will enhance its 
collaboration by relating to both researchers and policymakers. Its future priorities include work 
on public policies on coastal resource use, aquatic resource use and the links to markets and trade, 
and policy toward and management of common property resources. Impact assessment methods 
for policy/management research are currently under study. 
ICRAF 
Research Themes. Policy research themes address policy constraints to adoption of 
agroforestry technologies with a view to developing alternative policies to facilitate adoption. 
Policy advice based on the results of this research is provided to governments and relevant 
institutions in collaboration with national partners. Socioeconomic research themes address, inter 
alia, the social, economic, and ecological factors influencing adoption of improved agroforestry 
technologies and the performance and impact of those technologies measured with biophysical, 
economic, and social indicators. Collaborators, Clients, Services. ICRAF’s main 
collaborators are national and regional NARSs, NGOs, IARCs, advanced institutions, and donor 
organizations. Its clients for both policy and socioeconomic research are policymakers at the local, 
regional and national levels, and national agricultural research organizations. Among the services it 
provides are advising NARSs and educational institutions in priority setting for agroforestry 
research and in the design of agroforestry programmes. This is done through collaborative 
research, networking, and participation in regional planning fora, workshops, and consultive 
meetings with senior government offtcials. Comparative Advantage. ICRAF sees its 
comparative advantage as lying in the conduct of policy research on natural resource management 
because it works in numerous established research sites and employs multidisciplinary research 
teams to ensure the integration of policy, socioeconomic, and biophysical components of NRM 
research. Future Plans, Priorities, Impact Assessment. ICRAF plans to strengthen both 
its in-house capacity and external collaboration in policy/management research. It has not yet 
assessed its policy work. 
ICRISAT 
Research Themes. The Centre’s programme tends to integrate policy and socioeconomic 
parameters in themes dealing with supply/demand analyses for mandate crops, input/output 
markets, natural resources characterization of production environments, and technology 
adoption/constraints (the latter including gender, institutional, and human resource issues). The 
management dimension is incorporated in studies dealing with adoption assessment/impact 
evaluation, research resource allocation, and institutional and human resource development. 
Collaborators, Clients, Services. ICRISAT’s main collaborators are NARSs in Asia and 
Africa, advanced research organizations, IFPRI, bilateral and multilateral development agencies, 
regional development banks, NGO’s, and private sector firms. ICRISAT’s main clients for policy 
research are NARSs’ policy makers at the government level, for management research are the 
NARSs, and for socioeconomic research government, NARSs and farmers. ICRISAT sees its role 
in providing policy/management advice through research studies or participation in policy-level 
meetings, or through workshops and training programmes. Training progmmmes are developed to 
enhance local capacity in management research. Comparative Advantage. ICRISAT’s 
comparative advantage in policy/management research is said to be based on two attributes: (1) its 
expertise in characterizing farming systems/farmer behaviour in the SAT which positions it to 
contribute to improved understanding of farmer objectives, preferences and perceptions with 
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respect to natural resources management, providing a firm foundation for policy development; and 
(2) its commodity-related policy research which is grounded in an understanding of both 
socioeconomic and biophysical opportunities/constraints at the farm and village levels, permitting a 
sharper focus on priority objectives and adoptable technologies. Also noteworthy is the Centre’s 
in-house capacity on research evaluation and impact assessment, which provides feedback to 
scientists and research management for improved research targeting and impact. Finally, 
ICRISAT’s its multidisciplinary focus on and comprehensive understanding of production systems 
in the SAT is said to provide a unique basis for conducting policy research relative to this region. 
Future Plans, Priori ties, Impact Assessment. The Centre plans to strengthen both its in- 
house capacity and external collaboration in policy/management research. Its future priorities will 
be in the areas of institutions, environment, and biodiversity. While it has made no formal 
assessment of the impact of its policy/management research, such is part of the Centre’s future 
research agenda. 
IFPRI 
Research Themes. IFPRI’s policy research falls into four thematic areas: (1) food production 
and productivity growth, enhanced input and output market efficiency, and transformation of the 
agriculturaI and rural sectors for improved food security and poverty alleviation; (2) management of 
natural resources while reducing poverty, increasing agricultural productivity, and identifying the 
most appropriate technological changes and policies for sustainability; (3) macroeconomic and trade 
reforms and regional integration and their roles in assuring poverty alleviation and improving food 
security; and (4) household food security and nutrition. While it does not undertake public 
management research per se, it treats institutional issues from a policy perspective to illuminate 
political processes and institutional arrangements related to the design and implementation of food 
policies. Similarly, its work on research performing institutions, done in collaboration with 
ISNAR, examines public,policies rather than management structures or procedures to strengthen 
national agricultural research systems. The above themes are addressed in the context of multi- 
country research programmes focusing on strategic issues; extrapolation of research results through 
comparative analyses yields lessons for policy design and implementation of broader application. 
Collaborators, Clients, Services. Although headquartered in Washington, DC, much of 
IFPRI’s research programme is conducted in the field in collaboration with national research 
organizations (centres, institutes, universities, government departments) which are often not part of 
the formal national agricultural research system, as well as with other CGIAR Centres. Such 
collaboration serves to build national research capacity and, in this sense, the Centre’s collaborators 
are also its clients. While IFPRI’s primary clientele are policymakers in both developing countries 
and the donor community, it does not provide direct advice or technical assistance on policy 
decisions. Rather, the results and policy implications of the Centre’s research are made accessible 
to decision-makers through policy workshops and other forms of consultation. Comparative 
Advantage. IFPRI’s comparative advantage lies in a combination of factors, some of which it 
shares with other CGIAR Centres: an established tradition of food policy research taking into 
account the full range of relevant micro- and macro-policy considerations; a proven record of 
identifying and pursuing research on issues of direct relevance to developing countries, applying 
modem theoretical constructs and techniques of research; and experience and credibility in 
conducting collaborative research with both individuals and institutions in developing countries. 
IFPRI distinguishes its role from that of other centres in terms of the breadth and internationality of 
the policy issues with which it is concerned, in contrast to research on a single commodity or group 
of commodities, a production system, or an agro-ecological zone. The latter issues may require 
policy analyses beyond the mandates of commodity centres. In such cases, IFFRI sees its role as a 
complementary and collaborative one when the issues to be studied fall sufficiently within the 
Institute’s budgeted priorities. For centres whose mandates include some policy analysis, IFPRI is 
also prepared to play a collaborative role but does not see itself as a substitute for the in-house 
socioeconomic research capacity that such analysis requires. Future Plans, Priorities, 
Impact Assessment. Evolving inter-centre programmes have created significant interest in food 
policy research which does not fit IFPRI’s present research agenda and exceeds the Institute’s 
capacity to respond. The Institute’s 1996 funding request therefore proposed to TAC an increase 
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in resources to facilitate IFPRI’s role in inter-centre activities. TAC’s decision on this request has 
been held in abeyance pending the outcome of the stripe review of policy/management research. 
IFPRI’s future priorities for policy research remain those indicated in its Medium-Term Plan. 
However, within that context the Institute places particular importance on natural resource 
management issues, including: the role and impact of government policies on economic incentives 
for sustainable resource use; the role of institutional options for households and communities to 
manage resources in sustainable ways; and the impact of improved technologies and resource 
management practices on the poor. IFPRI is currently developing approaches to monitoring and 
evaluation of its research and outreach activities. A comprehensive qualitative assessment will be 
completed in 1995; quantification of impact will be attempted to the extent possible. 
IITA 
Research Themes. Current policy research themes are embodied in projects focusing on factors 
affecting adoption of improved agricultural/natural resource management practices/systems and 
welfare effects of arresting resource degradation. Socioeconomic research addresses economic 
constraints to improving post-harvest systems, promoting sustainable production in targeted 
environments, and improving productivity of mandate crops. Collaborators, Clients, 
Services. The centre’s principal collaborators are NARSs, IARCs, and a range of advanced 
research organizations. IITA considers its main clients for both policy and socioeconomic research 
to be NARSs. Its advisory function consists of providing information to facilitate productivity 
improvement/technology adoption through dissemination of data in publications, semiNARSs, and 
participation in policy meetings of NARSs. Comparative Advantage. IITA sees its primary 
role as a regional centre which identifies specific areas in its domain that could benefit from policy 
research by other centres such as IFPRI. It feels it has no comparative advantage except in terms 
of knowledge of the region, its institutions and policies, and hence the ability to better define key 
areas of interest. Future Plans, Priorities, Impact Assessment. The centre has no plans 
to increase its in-house capacity for policy/management research, but desires increased 
collaboration. Its preferred priorities are research on policies conducive to more sustainable 
management of natural resources, particularly in the areas of soil management and integrated pest 
management. It has not undertaken an impact assessment of its policy/management work. 
ILRI 
Research Themes. Policy research themes deal with a range of institutional, trade, 
macroeconomic, marketing, and input issues affecting the livestock sector. Socioeconomic work 
focuses on the economic/environmental impacts of livestock diseases/control measures, and 
economic assessment of production technologies/systems. Collaborators, Clients, 
Services. The centre’s principal collaborators are NARSs, AROs, regional research 
organizations, and other IARCs including IFPRI. ILRI considers national governments of 
developing countries within its mandate, policymakers, government advisors, and 
smallholder/agropastoraIists to be its main clients for policy research. For socioeconomic research, 
clients are NARSs and smallholders, agropastoralists, and pastoralists. Policy advice is not 
provided directly but through dissemination of analyses of the effects of policy choices on the 
livestock sector. The centre also has offered formal courses on livestock policy and has produced a 
training manual for livestock policy analysis. It hopes to run the course jointly with IFPRI. 
Comparative Advantage. ILRI seeks a leadership role within the CG System for policy 
research on the livestock sector in developing countries, based on it expertise on the sector and its 
sustainable development, experience in tropical agroecological zones, links with NARSs, and 
commitment to interdisciplinary/interinstitutional research. It claims unique responsibility for, 
inter alia, the food security, sectoral behaviour, and environmental aspects of livestock policy 
research. Future Plans, Priorities, Impact Assessment. The centre plans to strengthen 
both in-house capacity and external collaboration for policy/management research. Its main future 
priorities are effects of structural adjustment/liberalization on livestock production, consumption, 
and trade; coping with variability as a result of drought and world market fluctuations; political 
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economy of technology generation/transfer; and environmental implications of new production 
techniques. ILRI’s impact has been maximized through various forms of outreach including 
workshops, dissemination, training, and partnership. No impact assessment is reported. 
IPGRI 
Research Themes. Policy research focuses on issues related to plant genetic resources 
management, national and international structures, intellectual property, and conservation/access. 
Management research focuses on the design, organization, and management of plant genetic 
resources activities in national agricultural research systems. Socioeconomic research integrates 
issues of gender, biodiversity, conservation, and indigenous knowledge into analyses of plant 
genetic resources. Collaborators, Clients, Services. The centre’s principal collaborators 
are NARSs, IARCs, NGOs, and FAO. Its clients for policy research are IARCs, FAO, and 
NARSs; for management research, NARSs only; and for socioeconomic research, NARSs, 
NGOs, and donors. Pursuant to an EPR recommendation, IPGRI is expanding its research agenda 
to include strategic, organizational and management aspects of the conservation of plant genetic 
resources. Its research informs inter-governmental decision-making on conservation of and access 
to plant genetic resources and the technical aspects of implementation. This is accomplished 
through consultations, workshops, networking, and information dissemination at both the national 
level and in global fora. It provides limited advice to NARSs on setting up national PGR 
programmes; this is a future priority. Comparative Advantage. IPGRI’s comparative 
advantage is seen in terms of research on policy and management issues relating to PGR 
conservation and use from a scientific and technical perspective. IPGRI is prepared to carry out 
this work in the context of IFPRI and ISNAR’s broader work on food policy and institutional 
settings and of the SGRP. Future Plans, Priorities, Impact Assessment. The centre will 
give more attention to policy/management aspects; in-house capacity may be strengthened in the 
legal area but external collaboration will be the principal approach. Future priority will be given to 
issues of germplasm access and closer integration of conservation and use of PGR for greater 
sustainability and effectiveness. IPGRI has an on-going impact study that may address 
management issues but no results have been reported yet. 
IRRI 
Research Themes. Policy research themes focus on long-term projections and policy 
implications of rice supply/demand in Asia and the role of technology and price/non-price factors in 
development of Asia’s rice economies. The management work looks at priority setting in rice 
research to estimate rate of return on research investments and analysis of research capacity of 
Asian NARSs. Socioeconomic themes address social, economic, and cultural constraints to 
technology adoption, and equity effects of technological change in rice production. Clients, 
Collaborators, Services. The Centre’s principal collaborators are NARSs, Asian research 
institutes/universities, individual researchers in advanced institutions, and IFPRI. Its main clients 
for policy research are policymakers in ministries of agriculture and planning in the Asian region, 
development assistance agencies, non-governmental organizations, and farmers organizations; for 
management research, NARSs research managers, policymakers, and development agencies; for 
socioeconomic research, IARUNARSs biological scientists, development researchers in 
developed/developing countries, and government officials, NGOs, and farmers organizations. 
Policy/management advice is provided indirectly through joint research planning with NARSs, 
research consortia and networks, and collaborative projects in priority areas. Capacity for 
policy/management research is also imparted through these activities, and through occasional 
training in social science methods, supervision of MS and PhD theses. Comparative 
Advantage. IRRI sees its role in an optimal division of labour as centering on research on the 
determinants of knowledge intensive technologies for rice-based farming systems, collaboration 
with other technology development centres on economic, social, cultural, and institutional 
constraints to development of such systems, and studying NARSs research and priority setting 
capacities. It sees its comparative advantage in policy/management research as resting on (a) the 
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primary interface between its social and biological scientists, and (b) the rapport it has with NARSs 
social and biological scientists trained at IRRI over the years. These factors give IRRI the edge in 
conducting cost-effective research on technology adoption/diffusion that outside social scientists do 
not have. Future Plans, Priorities, Impact Assessment. Given funding constraints, IRRI 
plans to strengthen NARSs capacity for policy/management research primarily by training their 
social scientists in the context of collaborative research and post-graduate work. Its future 
priorities include research on determinants of technology adoption for natural resource 
management, scope for reallocation of land and labour from low productivity rainfed farming to 
non-rice crops/non-farm activities, and determinants of crop diversification and its impact on 
sustainable agricultural development in rice-based farming systems. IRRI finds that its impact is 
maximized when it participates in prioritization of rice research problems. 
ISNAR 
Research Themes. ISNAR’s policy/management research and advisory activities are divided 
into two programmes: (1) policy and system development; (2) management. The first addresses 
research policy issues at the global/national levels and research system structure, organization, and 
linkages. The second focuses on management of organizational change, research programmes, and 
resources for research. Themes in programme 1 treat the policy environment within which NARSs 
plan and prioritize their research, focusing in particular on issues of finance, the integration of 
natural resource management into traditional production-related research, and the interface between 
public and private sector research and incentives/mechanisms to enhance the complementarity of 
these sectors. System development work involves assisting NARSs in agricultural master planning 
and in priority setting including the agroecological, natural resource, and regional dimensions. The 
Centre’s research linkages work deals with enhancing research efficiency by improving the flow of 
knowledge and resources within and between organizations. Programme 2 themes focus on issues 
of organizational performance measured in terms of efficiency and effectiveness. Methods of 
program formulation, planning, monitoring, and evaluation figure prominently in its agenda, as do 
issues of human resource development and financial management. The two programmes come 
together in a number of cross-programme activities where system-level and institute-level concerns 
are integrated. These include ISNAR’s work on the policy and organizational implications of 
natural resource management and on research financing. Collaborators, Clients, Services. 
The Centre’s primary clientele are national agricultural research systems throughout the developing 
world with which it works upon request to enhance capacity to develop and put in place appropriate 
research policies, structures, strategies and management approaches. In ISNAR’s view NARSs 
are holistic systems comprising all of a country’s entities (including, e.g., national agricultural 
research institutions, universities, non-governmental organizations, and the private sector) 
responsible for organizing, coordinating, or executing research that contributes explicitly to the 
development of agriculture and the maintenance of the natural resource base. The Centre’s services 
consist of research, diagnostic/advisory work and training. ISNAR seeks to multiply the impact of 
its work through collaboration with other organizations in addition to NARSs: international centres, 
regional organizations, universities, development research institutes, and management institutes in 
developing and developed countries. Comparative Advantage. ISNAR sees its comparative 
advantage as lying in the provision of research-based services to the support institutional 
development of national agricultural research systems on a long-term basis. In the Centre’s view, 
there is no other, similar service available to NARSs that can provide the worldwide experience and 
relevant methodologies and tools needed for this task. In this context, a recent restructuring has 
linked its advisory services more closely with its research work. Future Plans, Priorities, 
Impact Assessment. To be filled in. 
WARDA 
Research Themes. WARDA’s policy research focuses on the impacts of policy, market and 
technology factors on rice production systems in West Africa. Its socioeconomic work deals 
primarily with the economics of rice production from the standpoint of, e.g., adoption of new 
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varieties, costs/profitability of production, intensification, rate of return to research, role of 
women. Collaborators, Clients, Services. The centre’s principal collaborators are planning 
units within the ministries of agriculture and universities and research institutes in a number of 
countries in the region, as well as advanced research organizations. Its clients for policy research 
are policymakers in member states; for socioeconomic studies, research managers and biophysical 
scientists in NARSs. WARDA avoids a direct policy/management advisory role, preferring instead 
to work indirectly to improve the basis for policy choice by clarifying the effects of alternative 
policies on rice producers and consumers through dissemination of research results in publications, 
workshops, and bi-annual presentations to its Council of Ministers. It helps to build capacity for 
policy analysis in the rice sector by collaborating in short-term training programs targeted to 
policymakers and economists in member states, supporting training of researchers working on MS 
or Ph.D. theses under the direction of centre staff, and providing brief internships with centre 
economists. Comparative Advantage. WARDA sees its comparative advantage as lying in 
policy analyses of the West African rice sector and research/training methods in comparative 
advantage analysis using Policy Analysis Matrix applications. Its status as an association of 
member states gives it unique access to/influence over policymakers in the region. Given its 
mandate and regional identity and the pivotal importance of rice to national food security, WARDA 
is well placed to service the policy analysis needs of member states and to understand the 
implications of the policy environment for the centre’s agronomic research. Future Plans, 
Priorities, Impact Assessment. WARDA’s priority topics for future research include 
improved understanding of the dynamics of rice demand, role of grain quality in post-harvest 
systems and final consumption, cost structure and efficiency of post-harvest subsectors, and 
structure of supply/demand for rice and intra/extra-regional trade implications. It will also develop 
its capacity to conduct ex-ante and ex-post impact assessment of regional rice research, and to serve 
as a clearing-house for information/statistics on the rice sector. The centre has not to date attempted 
an impact assessment of its policy research. 
Sources 
1. Centre responses to Questionnaire on Strategic Study on Policy and Management Research., 
July 1995. 
2. Centres’ Medium-Term Plans, 1994-98. 
3. Centres’ 1996 Program Plans and Funding Requirements. 
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